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This study is to explore the intersections and disjunctures between digital literacy 
practices in a teacher preparation program coursework and personal digital literacy use. 
This research was based on interviews with six in-service teachers about their digital 
literacies’ in their first year as a classroom teacher, as a reflection on their teacher 
preparation program. 
The findings of this study indicate that teacher preparation programs should 
provide as much background knowledge of digital literacies and technology applications 
in preservice teachers’ coursework as needed for that program. However, there are 
districts that have adopted their own software and technology applications, therefore, 
when preservice teachers enter these districts, it is hard for them to be prepared for all of 
the technology. What is important is experience and preparation with digital literacies 
(i.e., intersections of technology and literacy, Heitin, 2016) in teacher preparation 
programs, so teachers can transfer them into their classroom instruction and pedagogy.  
Further, this study provides evidence of online resources and interactions between 
learners and coursework, that suit the framework for preservice teacher education. 
Barriers that occurred when accessing digital devices in a classroom, as well as 
connections between teachers, learners, and parents, were also present in this study. 
While teacher preparation is important, the findings signify that there is no means to be 
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“I don’t think I am very technologically savvy. I use my iPhone and iPad for 
social reasons - texting, streaming, emailing, etc. While I see these things as important to 
my everyday personal life, I do not see the connection with my everyday future, 
professional life, a classroom teacher. I go to college, I work at Barnes and Noble on 
campus, and I do community service through my church, other than connecting through 
emails and texts, I do not see a link between technology and my future as an educator.” -  
Sarah Jordan (pseudonym), preservice teacher, fall 2014 
“Learning through technology has proven very useful thus far. Not only can I use 
this for this course, I can also use this for my other classes' textbooks, note taking, and 
even looking up sheet music for all my musical needs.”— Billy Ashley (pseudonym), 
preservice teacher, fall 2014 
“I was a bit anxious to be in a class that focused so heavily on utilizing 
technology.  Not for fear of technology itself, but just fear of getting outside of my 
comfort zone.  However, after a few hours of playing on my Surface Pro, I began to fall 
in love.  There are still times I prefer my paper and pen to write notes, but I have been 
utilizing my Surface Pro more and more with each class that I have.  I have also utilized 
it at work (i.e., as a substitute) when my students are unsure of a concept and it would be 
much easier to SHOW them what it is - I just pull out my SP3 and pull up whatever they 







Students of the Net-Generation who were born between January 1977 - December 
1997, were the first to grow up with digital media surrounding their every being 
(Tapscott, 2009) and are subject to defining moments in history that guide their life’s 
view (Nowell, 2012).  The Net-Geners, born 1977 – 1997 are also known as Millennials 
(Pew Research, 2018). Moments like the Columbine shootings, September 11th, and the 
War in Iraq inspired Tapscott (2009) to give them another name, The Echo Boomers (i.e., 
Net-Gen). These Echo Boomers are “bathed in bits” (p.17), as this researcher described 
this generation because of the significant change in computers, the Internet, and digital 
technologies; they literally have the world at their fingertips, the push of a button or 
screen (2009). 
Preservice teachers of this study fall into that category of the Net Generation, 
Millennials, or Echo Boomers, although the students they will be teaching are Generation 
Next or “Generation Z” (Tapscott, 2009), making up 40.1 million children who were born 
in or after 1998 in the United States. The problem exists in the Generation Next digital 
literacy practices versus the Net-Geners or Millennials. Those students of Generation 
Next (i.e., Generation Z) assimilate with technology as another “part of their 
environment” (p. 18), while learning a new way of communication and information 
access for adults (i.e., Net Generation) requires new ways of thinking and 
accommodating new technology (2009). 
The quotes at the beginning of the chapter were from preservice teachers who 
completed a literacy course I taught, where students used digital literacies and technology 




classroom activities using electronic devices in my teaching, communication, and 
classroom presentations where I was the teacher of record for the course. (For the 
remainder of this proposal and dissertation, I will refer to myself, the researcher, in the 
first person).   
A historical understanding of the definition of digital literacies is important to this 
research. Digital literacy was defined by Glister (1997) as the capability of understanding 
and using information presented by computers in various formats. Glister (1997) 
described a more critical evaluation of what is found on the web, rather than the technical 
competence as the focus of digital literacy. Lankshear and Knobel (2008) extend that 
definition to go beyond technical tool application, to more of an understanding of how to 
employ those tools effectively. Mayes and Fowler (2006) added this to digital literacy: 
Just as the field of educational technology has matured from a ‘delivery of 
content’ model to one that emphasizes the crucial role of dialogue, so the 
field of digital literacy, we suggest, should shift its emphasis from skill to 
identity. (Italics original) Digital literacy therefore varies between 
individuals, as their life situations vary – it is a quality of the person, not 
an externally-defined threshold to be attained. There is no “one size fits 
all” (p. 27). 
Lankshear and Knobel (2008) moved beyond the listening skills of digital literacy 
to the role of individual, digital growth, “as student, worker, and person” (p. 173). For the 
purposes of this study, I also used this definition of digital literacy. Digital literacy was 
defined as an on-going learning that takes place on the individual level with an ongoing 




Basic terminology of new literacies was described by Lankshear and Knobel (2008) as: 
(a) media literacy; (b) information literacy; (c) digital literacy: (d) techno-literacy; (e) 
computer literacy; (f) electronic literacy; and (g) network literacy (p. 95). Lewis (2007) 
also discussed new literacies as those that “allow writers a good deal of leeway to be 
creative, perform identities, and choose affiliations within a set of parameters that can 
change through negotiation, play, and collaboration” (p. 231). 
The National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE) submitted changes to their 
beliefs in integrating technology into the English Language Arts classroom: “what it 
means to communicate, create, and participate in society seems to change constantly as 
we increasingly rely on computers, smartphones, and the web to do so” (NCTE, 2018). 
These changes will be expounded in the study: (a) literacy means literacies; (b) consider 
literacies before technologies; (c) technologies provide new ways to consume and 
produce texts; and (d) technologies and their associated literacies are not neutral (NCTE, 
2018). I will be using digital literacies throughout my study, although some authors refer 
to the term as digital literacy. Therefore, when I am referring to my former students, now 
classroom teachers and their practices, literacies will be used. When referring to another 
authors’ voice, I will cite digital literacy. 
Ten years after Lankshear and Knobel (2008) defined digital literacy and new 
literacies, Robertson and Lange (2017) described a re-defining of digital literacies as 
more than just a set rule of attributes. Digital literacies should focus on the students and 
teachers’ sense of belonging, or the ways people use tactics to communicate and 
collaborate within their communities (Robertson & Lange, 2017). These digital literacies 




(f) creativity (p. 141). Martin (2006) urged to not have one literacy that describes all the 
literacies and skill-sets, nor try and make one model of digital literacy fit all people. The 
key concepts in the International and Communication of Technology (ICT) report located 
in Table 1 described the interpretation of Lankshear and Knobel’s (2008) elaboration of 
the Educational Testing Services (ETS, 2002) Digital transformation: A framework for 
ICT Literacy (ETS, 2002) report of key concepts in ICT literacy. These competencies are 
connected to school curriculum, school settings, and out-of-school connections 







Key Concepts of ICT Literacy 
 
Research suggested the need for teacher preparation programs to provide 
preservice teachers opportunities to use technology with activities and assignments that 
allows them to be able to apply these practices in their future classrooms (Banister & 
Vannatta, 2006; Duncan-Howell, 2012; Hughes, 2013). An understanding and application 




adoption into their lessons and classrooms (Wen & Shih, 2008). Erstad (2007) described 
the impact of digital technologies as significant “transitional learning spaces’ (p. 183) for 
todays’ youth, connecting in-school activities and out-of-school activities. 
Statement of Problem 
Archer, Childs, Covaciu, and DeYoung’s (2012) mixed methods research 
discussed how educators teaching today’s youth have minimal experience and knowledge 
of applying necessary technological tools in the workplace and their daily lives. 
According to Archer et al., (2012) educators regarded this technology invasion as little or 
no time for preparation in the field of education. They posited that veteran teachers and 
adults have not grown up in the digital world of the adolescents they teach, therefore 
leaving a gap in effective implementation of technology in the classroom (Archer et al., 
2012).  
In the 2012 Duncan-Howell study, researchers strived to assist college professors 
(i.e., higher education teachers) in preparing their students for digital literacies and 
fluency and planning in the learning environment. Duncan-Howell (2012) discovered that 
“expectations have been either largely ignored or have failed to be understood by 
universities, resulting in a mismatch between student expectations and their experiences” 
(p. 827). Burnett (2011) argued the need of digital literacies opportunities across all areas 
of teachers’ personal and professional lives, for advancement into investigating and 
developing pedagogies that make the most of digital literacies and technology 
advancement in the classroom. Research indicated the necessity of university’s teacher 




their pedagogy and instruction (Archer et. al., 2012, Banister & Vannatta, 2006; Boulton 
& Hramiak, 2014; Hughes, 2013).   
Purpose of Study 
The purpose of this study is to explore intersections and disjunctures between 
digital literacies practices in a teacher preparation program coursework and personal 
digital literacies use to better understand their strengths of using these literacies in a 
school setting; applying them to coursework and assignments, not just personally. 
Studying their personal and professional use of digital literacies will also allow me and 
other educators to better understand what digital literacies students are using out-of-
school and how we can incorporate them into coursework and connect to students in the 
classroom. I will use this collective case study to better comprehend preservice teachers’ 
uptake of digital literacies in their teacher preparation program and to see if and how 
those digital literacies transferred into their first-or-second year in a Title One School 
classroom. I will use this data to alter and modify any application of digital literacies in 
my coursework in a teacher preparation program. 
Philosophical Perspective  
A philosophical perspective is used to understand how a researcher views the 
world and allows a researcher to determine the appropriate research paradigm and related 
methodologies (Creswell & Poth, 2018). The philosophical perspective and research 
paradigm that guide this study are closely aligned with the social constructivist theories 
characterized by Berger and Luckmann (1967), comparing social order to that of human 
interaction. As long as people are persistent in activity and communication, social order 




activities, based on participants’ understanding and uptake of digital literacy application. 
I will select key informants (i.e., criterion cases), endorsing the social constructivists’ 
conception on how interview interpretations are arranged and socially created by 
interviewers and interviewees (Roulston, 2010), producing interaction. I will focus on 
participants’ perceptions of their understanding and uptake of digital literacies (both 
personal and professional) during and after their teacher preparation program, to better 
understand their insights of digital literacies in the classroom in a Title One school. 
With a social constructivist paradigm, the study will focus on the social processes 
and interactions of my former preservice teachers and their digital literacies within their 
coursework. I will be seeking to understand if the social processes and interactions of 
digital literacies transferred in the classroom with their lessons and activities. My former 
preservice teachers, prepared lessons for their coursework that they could apply to their 
future classroom instruction in a Title One school. While they were enrolled in their 
teacher preparation program, they administered these lessons and activities embedded 
with digital literacies to their students in their field experiences in Title One schools. This 
study will help guide teacher educators’ lessons using digital literacies that they prepared 
in their teacher preparation program to fit the needs of their students in future classroom 
instruction and activities. Also, along with the professional use of digital literacies, the 
personal use of digital literacies can assist teachers in connecting with their students in 
the classroom (Burnett, 2011; Cetin et al. 2012; Joosten, Pasquini, &Harness, 2013; 





Practical Framework  
Lester (2005) defined a research framework as a structure of ideas on the 
investigative topic of research. Theoretical, conceptual, and practical frameworks differ 
in several ways. A theoretical framework guides research in theory that has been 
observed in relationships, whereas a conceptual framework is an “argument with the 
concepts chosen for investigation, and any anticipated relationships among them, will be 
appropriate and useful given the research problem under investigation” (p. 460).  Both 
theoretical and conceptual frameworks are based on research already conducted (Lester, 
2005). A practical framework is described as an “accumulated practice knowledge of 
practitioners” (p. 459) whereby the framework guides the researcher directly involved in 
the experience, during the experience, towards what is effective (Lester, 2005). This 
study rests upon the practical framework of the International Society of Technology in 
Education (ISTE) standards for teacher educators.  
The ISTE standards provide teachers guidelines for composing technology-rich 
lessons, collaborating with peers, rethinking traditional approaches to classroom 
instruction, and driving their own learning (ISTE, 2018). ISTE standards consist of 
aspects regarding: (a) the learner; (b) the leader; (c) the citizen, (d) the collaborator; (e) 
the designer; (f) the facilitator; and (g) the analyst. The practical framework will be 
applied to my self-study of my teaching of my former preservice teachers’ application of 
the ISTE standards in their Title One classrooms. While using the practical framework 
has advantages (i.e., people directly involved), a limitation is that it is not generalizable, 
it only fits what is working in this experience, under these conditions (Scriven, 1986).  




outlining the ISTE standards for teachers will guide this research of digital literacies in 
education.  
Guiding Questions. 
To complete an analysis of preservice teachers’ viewpoint of the preparedness of 
digital literacy integration in a teacher preparation program and how they integrated these 
digital literacies in a classroom for their first and/or second year of teaching, the 
following research questions will guide this study: 
1. How do my former preservice teachers apply digital literacies in their 
classrooms and teaching after their teacher preparation program? 
2.  How do my former preservice teachers apply digital literacies in their 
personal lives after their teacher preparation program? 
3.  What intersections and disjunctures occur between how my former preservice 
teachers personally and professionally apply digital literacies? 
Research Methods 
This study will follow Leech and Onwuegbuzie’s (2010) 13-step methodological 
framework for qualitative research. Step 1: Objective for research; Step 2: Develop 
research study objective; Step 3: Justification for research; Step 4: Ultimate objective of 
research study; and Step 5: Developing research questions.  Descriptions of Steps 6-11 
are offered in chapter. Step 6: classification of sampling; Step 7: type of qualitative 
inquiry for the research design; Step 8: data collection process; Step 9: transcript 
evaluation; Step 10: analysis of data; Step 11: synthesis and analysis of data. First, I 
analyzed existing data from my previous courses over the past five years, collected from 




(D2L, Mid-South University, 2014-2017). The data collected from these online spaces 
included discussion boards, online communication platforms, student reflections, class 
assignments, and activities.  
Following the analysis of the course data, I selected up to six key informants, as 
criterion cases, who have since graduated from the teacher education program and 
conduct interviews of their first-or-second year teaching in Title One schools. Criterion 
used to select these six cases includes; (a) former preservice teacher enrolled in one or 
more of my courses, (b) former preservice teachers who were using multiple digital 
literacies in their coursework, and (c) current teachers in their first or second year 
teaching at a Title I school in East Texas…these interviews will allow me to better 
understand their perceptions (i.e., self-efficacy) of digital literacy integration in the 
classrooms. Empowering teachers with the digital literacies and practices necessary for 
teaching adolescents who have grown up in a digital world, will drive this collective case 
study. 
Significance of the Study 
The results from this study will help me to better understand personal and 
professional uptake of digital literacies practices among my former preservice teachers. 
This study will help me to bridge the gap between preservice teachers’ perceptions of 
digital literacies in their personal lives and during their professional studies in a teacher 
preparation program, by better understand their incorporation of digital literacies in their 
first and second year as a teacher, as well as how they personally use digital literacies in 




programs the necessary tools for future professional development and digital literacies 
integration into their course curriculum. ISTE (2018) posited: 
Today’s educators must provide a learning environment that takes students 
beyond the walls of their classrooms and into a world of endless 
opportunities.…ensuring that digital-age students are empowered to learn, 
live, and work successfully today and tomorrow (para. 1).   
Limitations and Delimitations 
Limitations. There are several limitations to this study. First, there are a limited 
number of participants observed in only one teacher education courses. Secondly, the 
information will be gathered from up to six participants discussing their personal and 
professional digital literacies practices in a teacher preparation program, inevitably 
providing information about their evaluations of their own perceptions of digital 
literacies, not necessarily accurate evaluations of themselves. A third limitation to the 
study is the technology restrictions in the classrooms of the in-service teachers in this 
study. Websites are often controlled on school districts main servers and technology 
directors block sites that could be harmful to students. 
 Also, some districts might limit the number of computers or devices in a 
classroom, leaving one or two for student use. Finally, using a practical framework versus 
a theoretical or conceptual framework, limits the study to the research that is being done 
in that experience, under the conditions of that specific context. These external (i.e., one 
school, technology restrictions, computers) and internal (i.e., perceptions, overwhelming 
mentality, confidence) barriers that limit digital literacy integration of this study can be 




Delimitations. There are several researcher-enforced delimitations to this study to 
narrow the focus and preserve a manageable study. The researcher will deliminate the 
study to participants within a 200-mile radius who previously were enrolled in the teacher 
preparation program at a four-year university. The study will be further delimited by the 
selection of participants who are in their first- or second-year teaching in a classroom at a 
Title One school. Selection of these participants will be those enrolled in one or more of 
my courses and received a teacher certification in the teacher preparation program from 
that university.  
Another important delimitation will be researcher subjectivity. Yin (2003) noted 
the case study researcher must uphold impartiality to keep the study restricted of potential 
bias. I will be aware of potential bias in the study. I developed a rapport with these 
participants during their interaction in my course. Therefore, when conducting the 
interview, there will be no pre-determined partiality of the participants and participants 
will not have any ties to me, my coursework, or university where they were enrolled. 
Participants will be allowed to speak freely about their interactions in the course, the 
teacher preparation program, and what digital literacies they transferred into their own 
classroom, if any.  
There are several researcher-enforced delimitations to this study to narrow the 
focus and preserve a manageable study. The researcher will deliminate the study to 
participants within a 200-mile radius who previously were enrolled in the teacher 
preparation program at a four-year university. The study will be further delimited by the 
selection of participants who are in their first- or second-year teaching in a classroom at a 




my courses and received a teacher certification in the teacher preparation program from 
that university.  
Definitions 
Desire 2 Learn (D2L): A learning management system that keeps all coursework, 
grades, and online education in an online atmosphere. https://www.d2l.com/higher-
education/ 
Digital Literacy: The ability to understand and use information in multiple formats from 
a wide range of sources when it is presented via computers (Glister, 1997, p. 1). It 
extends boundaries to the cognition of what you see on the computer screen when using 
the network medium (p. 2). To go beyond technical tool application, to more of an 
understanding of how to employ digital tools effectively (Lankshear & Knobel, 2008) 
Digital Literacies – Understanding digital literacies as plural and wrapped in social, 
religious, and economic values, or doing-being value combinations. Digital literacies 
focus is on the students and teachers, the way they use attributes to communicate and 
collaborate within their communities. These attributes include: (a) inclusivity, (b) agility, 
(c) critically, (d) confidence, (e) responsibility, and (f) creativity (Robertson & Lange, 
2017) 
Information and Communication of Technology (ICT): Skills related to technology – 
web search, email, online discussion, text messaging. (Littlejohn, Margaryan, & Vojt, 
2010). 
International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE): An organization for 




insights educators need to teach, work and learn in the digital age 
(ISTE @https://www.iste.org/standards/standards/standards-for-teachers) 
Millennial – The population who were born between 1981-1996 (Pew Research, 2018). 
National Educational Technology Standards (NETS): A set of technology standards 
developed by ISTE as a roadmap for preparing teachers, administrators, and students for 
the digital world (International Society for Technology in Education [ISTE], 2010). 
Net Generation: The population who were born between January 1977 - December 
1997, the first to grow up with digital media surrounding their every being (Tapscott, 
2009). 
Preservice Teacher: Individuals in a teacher preparation program at colleges and 
universities that want to teach in the public or private schools. These students have been 
accepted into an education program with specific coursework including pedagogy, 
curriculum training, technology, and specific P-12 content areas. 
Self- efficacy - The way individuals gauge their competences in a specific subject. In this 
specific study, a teacher’s perceptions or self-efficacy of their digital literacy and 
technology practices (Bandura, 1986).  
Teacher Preparation Programs - Programs at four-year universities that prepare 
teachers for teaching in contemporary classrooms. Teachers prepare for classroom 
management, diversity, students’, and literacy and learning. (Author).  
Technology Tools: Resources to equip people with the ability to hunt out ideas for 
personal and professional advancement via networked computers. (Glister, 1997). 
Title One School – Title I, Part A (Title I) of the Elementary and Secondary Education 




(LEAs) and schools with high numbers or high percentages of children from low-income 
families to help ensure that all children meet challenging state academic standards. 
Federal funds are currently allocated through four statutory formulas that are based 
primarily on census poverty estimates and the cost of education in each state. 
(https://www2.ed.gov/programs/titleiparta/index.html?exp=0). 
Organization of the Study 
Chapter I introduced the background, statement of the problem, and the purpose 
of the study. This section introduced perceptions of my former preservice teachers 
understanding and uptake of digital literacies (both professionally and personally) during 
and after a teacher preparation program and provides a better understand their insights of 
digital literacies in the classroom in a Title One school. Chapter II provides a review of 
existing literature on digital literacies within teacher preparation programs, as well as 
examines research on digital literacy education in higher education classes and 
classrooms of Title One schools. Chapter III in the proposal described the qualitative 
collective case study design I would like to study including: (a) the research questions; 
(b) delineation of the participants; population; sampling; and ethical examinations; and 
(c) qualitative instruments, procedures, and data analysis procedures. 
Chapter IV involved the methodological procedures in context, as well as an 
account of analyzing coursework questions from former preservice teachers. Chapter V 
provides a narrative of my coursework in a teacher preparation program. It also includes 
the types of assignments analyzed, with visual representations of the findings. Chapter VI 
begins with my romantic and social constructionist stance on interviewing and illustrates 





Chapter I includes the background and purpose of the study of preservice 
teachers’ digital literacies in a teacher preparation program. It also includes the problem, 
significance of the study, and the research questions that guide this study. The study is 
directed by a practical framework and a social constructivist theory. The chapter 
concludes with limitations and delimitations of the study, as well as a section of 
definitions for the study. The next chapter will serve as a review of the literature related 
to digital literacies of preservice teachers in a teacher preparation program, teachers’ 






Review of Literature 
Introduction 
The intent of Chapter II is to review existing literature on digital literacies within 
teacher preparation programs, as well examine research on digital literacy in education, 
both higher education classes and the elementary, middle, or high school classroom in 
Title One schools. In order to provide a concise definition of digital literacy, I do not 
limit my review of the literature to only research published in the last ten years. Some of 
the literature published in earlier years is seminal and helps to provide an understanding 
of the beginning of technology in education.  
There are multiple studies that are over 10 years old, which offers the insight of 
the growth of technology and preparedness of teachers who were not raised with a 
technological background. Additionally, the relevance of course preparation for 
preservice teachers use of pedagogical technology and evidence of the trend of how 
technology has grown and been incorporated into instruction and pedagogy in the 
contemporary classroom suggests that my review of the literature should be 
comprehensive and include multiple modalities (see Onwuegbuzie & Frels, 2016 for 
more on Multimedia, Observations, Documents, Experts, and Secondary sources, 
MODES). The modalities I included are Multimedia (i.e., Washington Post, Twitter 
within D2L), Documents (i.e., Dissertations and Web 2.0 sources), and Secondary 
sources (i.e., Pew Research Center, ISTE Standards, 2018).  
This research is based on my interest in preservice teachers and their 




professionally, within their own teacher preparation program teaching, as well as their 
personal use and if and how that impacts their professional use. Archival data will be 
collected from the online learning management system (LMS) Desire 2 Learn (D2L), 
which includes online communication, reflections, class assignments, activities. I am also 
interested in understanding how my former preservice teachers (i.e., classroom teachers) 
are currently implementing digital literacies in their first- or second-year teaching in a 
classroom in a Title One school and how their personal digital literacies influence their 
teaching practices. Semi-structured interviews will allow me to best understand the 
nuances of the intersections and disjunctures that occur. Analyzing these data (archival 
data from the LMS and semi-structured interview data) will allow me first-hand 
knowledge of what type of digital literacy activities work within the online environment 
or face-to-face courses for preservice teachers, which will provide me the opportunity to 
adjust my teaching style and activities in my future classes. 
Technology is ever changing and without preservice teachers’ practice teaching 
with technology in their teacher preparation program, they would not be able to decipher 
their personal digital literacy use from any future professional digital literacies (Anderson 
& Horn, 2012). Therefore, preservice teachers who might be experts with technology or 
who are technology novices, should be able to have digital literacies modeled for them by 
educators in teacher preparation programs, showing them how to apply them to digital 
literacies in everyday and professional lives, possessing the necessary digital tools at their 
disposal (Anderson & Horn, 2012). “Knowing when, where, and how to use domain-
specific knowledge and strategies for guiding students’ learning with appropriate 




need for teachers to know how to design, implement, and evaluate curriculum and 
instruction. Through this collective case study, I will evaluate past coursework and 
conduct interviews with my former preservice teachers (i.e., classroom teachers) to better 
understand their perceptions of their personal and professional digital literacies and what, 
if any, of these transferred over to their first or second years in the classroom at a Title 
One school1. The evaluations of the coursework will provide suggestions to future 
teacher educators the necessary skills to integrate digital literacies in their classrooms in a 
Title One school.  
The chapter represents a review of the literature relevant to the study of themes 
that guide this chapter. These themes include: (a) the background of digital literacy, (b) 
history of Web2.0, digital literacy in higher and secondary education, (c) technology and 
pedagogy in Teacher Preparation Programs (TPP) courses, (d) preservice teachers’ digital 
literacy self-efficacy in TPP, (e) teacher candidates (i.e., my former preservice teachers) 
digital literacy self-efficacy in the secondary classroom, and (f) Information 
Communication Technology (ICT) skills in the classroom. The research outlined in this 
chapter supports the ideas and importance of conducting the current and future studies. 
The relevant literature will be discussed, including limitations of the literature, therefore 
providing additional support of this current study.  
  
 
1 Footnote 1 - Title one schools are defined by Federal policy as school that receives federal funds for low-
income students to assist in meeting their educational goals. These students are determined low-income by 
their enrollment in the free and reduced lunch program. The funds improve curriculum, instructional 






Literature Review Process 
 Krejcie and Morgan’s (1970) sample size chart provided that a good literature 
review should apply to the population (i.e. N) and the minimum number of abstracts (i.e., 
n) with the section of articles being N=1800, n=300. The beginning search for any related 
studies started with qualifiers and keywords dealing in digital literacy, digital tools, 
digital natives and immigrants; preservice teachers and teacher candidates; and secondary 
schools and higher education. Finding other information in the research process, I have 
since investigated digital literacies as a topic of this research study. Rephrasing the initial 
wording led me to a realization of inaccurate phrasing regarding the literature selected for 
this study. Case in point, digital native and digital immigrant were coined phrases from 
Marc Prensky (2001) to mean a person who was raised in a digital environment (i.e., 
native) and someone who was learning digital literacies at an older age (i.e., immigrant) 
(Prensky, 2001) The phrases are not so much incorrect, as much as they are not 
empirically supported, rather they are just a ‘coined’ phrase; age might not be a factor in 
determining digital native or immigrant.   
After altering phrases from the initial audit trail, search qualifiers and keywords 
used were “digital literacy” AND “preservice teachers”; “digital literacy” AND “teacher 
candidates”; “digital literacy AND “secondary education”; “digital literacy” AND 
“preservice teachers” AND “secondary classrooms”; “digital literacy” AND “preservice 
teacher perception”; and “digital literacy” AND “higher education teacher programs.” 
With the selecting/deselecting process (Onwuegbuzie & Frels, 2016), I established a 
criterion for selecting each source related to my research. Additionally, my research 




deselection process. The number of articles that were returned in my search of databases 
was N= 459, therefore, according to Krejecie and Morgan’s (1970) sampling theory, the 
number of represented abstracts to be sampled should be n= 216.  
I used meta - reflection (Onwuegbuzie & Frels, 2016) to maintain ethical 
practices of copying and organization during the evaluation process of the comprehensive 
literature review. I took field notes, compared ideas between sources, and sought out 
limitations of sources during the audit review, and selection and deselection process. The 
audit trail was beneficial to me, as well as for others who will do future studies in the 
same research area. Therefore, from the sample of 216 articles and using the guidelines of 
the meta-reflection, I decided whether to include or exclude sources based on: a) digital 
literacy and preservice teachers within higher education TPP; (b) digital tools and 
preservice teachers within higher education teacher preparation programs, and (c) digital 
literacy practices in a K-12 classroom. I also applied Onwuegbuzie and Frels (2016) 
evaluation criteria based on these areas: (a) sound argument; (b) evidence; and (c) 
consequences (p.157). After the selection and deselection process using selected criteria, 
the table below gives an example of how I chose relevant articles out of the 216 articles, 
selecting 133 and deselecting 29 articles. Table 2 portrays the databases that were used in 
the search. Additionally, this comprehensive literature review has also allowed me to 
determine that I have indeed identified a gap in the literature and I am researching an area 
that has not been researched (the intersections and disjunctures between personal and 
professional digital literacies practices of Title I teachers after exposure to digital 






Alternative Database Table 
 
History of Technology  
In order to provide examples of the progress of technology, I created a timeline of 
the evolution of the web described in Table 3. This provided me with a history of the web 




provide six definitions of digital literacy, from Glist er’s (1997) conception of digital 
literacy, to as study from Levy and Simonsovsky (2016) that targeted 65+ year-old 
participants (i.e., “Third Age,”) practicing digital literacies (Simonsovsky, 2016). Along 
with the timeline and definitions, there are valuated multiple studies that discussed digital 
identity, and transcultural literacy of digital literacies and their application in teacher 
preparation programs and classrooms in a Title One school. 
Table 3 
Timeline of the evolution of the web. 
 
Background of Digital Literacies: A History of Definitions 
The history of digital literacies focuses on the reading concept as its first literacy. 




the digital age... the importance of digital technologies as an essential life skill” (p. l). 
Digital literacy expands the definition of basic literacy (i.e., being able to read and write) 
to that of (a) cognition - understanding what you see on the computer; (b) demands of the 
presence of the media newspaper, TV; and (c) challenges of no preconceived ideas of 
networked computers (Glister, 1997). “The skills of the digitally literate are becoming as 
necessary as a driver’s license. The Internet is the fastest growing medium in history” (p. 
2) which will affect personal and professional resources for learning and self-
advancement (1997).  Digital literacy was first defined as sitting down and reading a 
book or newspaper, digitally, mastering digital literacy skills using an alternative reading 
medium (1997), although it has grown into different literacy concepts over the past 20 
years.  
Digital literacy expanded from Glister’s (1997) original definition with a focus on 
reading to the development into literacies of communication, writing, creating, and 
informational skills.  Eshet-Alkali and Amichai-Hamburger (2004) represented digital 
literacies in a conceptual model. Their description comprised five major digital skills, 
listed as: 
Photo-visual skills (“reading” instructions from graphical displays), 
reproduction skills (utilizing digital reproduction to create new, 
meaningful materials from preexisting ones), branching skills 
(constructing knowledge from non-linear, hypertextual navigation), 
information skills (evaluating the quality and validity of information), and 




cyberspace and applying this understanding in online cyberspace 
communication) (p. 421).  
These five digital skills of the digital literacy model can be compared to that of 
the educational levels of Bloom’s Taxonomy - knowledge, comprehension, analysis, 
application, synthesis and evaluation (Bloom, 1956). Anderson, Krathwohl, Airasian, 
Cruikshank, Mayer, Pintrich, Raths, Wittrock (2000) revised the cognitive domain of new 
taxonomies that reflected a more active form of thinking and was perhaps more accurate 
with a new altered order: remembering (i.e., knowledge); understanding (i.e., 
comprehension); applying (i.e., analysis); analyzing (i.e., application); evaluating (i.e., 
synthesis); and creating (i.e., evaluation).  
Leu, Kinzer, Coiro, and Cammack (2004) addressed that preparing students to 
become proficient participants in online networked environments, composing their digital 
identities, defining these digital literacies and composing their digital identities, can bring 
many challenges for education in the 21st century. Lankshear and Knobel (2008) reported 
digital literacy as the importance of developing innovative capacities and the ability to 
use the digital concepts as critical thinking tools, not just mastering a technical skill. With 
the help of researchers and reports from past studies, Lankshear and Knobel (2008) drew 
a more in-depth digital literacy definition that represented an acknowledgement of 
individuals appropriate use of digital tools to “identify, access, manage, integrate, 
evaluate, analyze, and synthesize digital resources, construct new knowledge, create 
media expressions, and communicate with others” (p. 167). This concept was further 
explained by the researcher in this chapter as having three levels: (a) digital competence 




transformation (i.e., innovation). Lankshear and Knobel (2008) delivered this discussion 
from the movement of listening skills to that of digital literacy as a model of the growth 
of individuals in their role of the digital, as “student, as worker, as person” (p. 173).  
While educators are teaching their content with the traditional methods of lecture 
and PowerPoint and focusing on technology tools learned in teacher training (Harris, 
Mishra, & Koehler, 2009), students in contemporary classrooms of today are using digital 
literacies to support their everyday learning needs. They have unlimited access and 
exposure to digital information and apply digital literacies as survival skills that provide 
learners with quality, educated information (Eshet-Alkali & Amichai-Hamburger, 2004). 
This information will be analyzed through my research including case studies using data 
from my coursework and discussions during interviews with my former preservice 
teachers. 
Tapscott (2009) suggests that students should be the focus of education today, a 
focus like that of a customer. “Focusing on the customer requires a deep change…a 
changing relationship between student and teacher in the learning process” (p. 130). 
Tapscott (2009) advises listening and conversing, adopting an interactive type of 
curriculum where the student is encouraged to discover, learn, and think critically on 
their own. Other educators including librarian Richard Sweeney says, “the model of 
education has to change to suit this generation of students…they like to collaborate and 
learn only what they have to learn, and they want to learn it in a style that is best fit for 
them” (Tapscott, 2009, p. 130). This type of learning style, which I have observed from 
my own daughter, nephew, and nieces, is digital, and their personal lives are embedded 




Integrating technology in a classroom dates to 1910 (Cuban, 1986), when a 
motion picture was used to assist in classroom instruction. From the use of motion 
pictures, to email, social media, and daily blogs, the question remains the same: What can 
teachers do to improve student knowledge and achievement while integrating 
technology? (Spazak, 2013). “Passing on knowledge is the force that drives the engine of 
instruction” (Cuban, 1986, p. 3) and “better ways to increase student knowledge are at the 
core of why integrating technology in the classroom remains crucial” (Spazak, 2013, p. 
4). Cuban (1986) expressed lack of instruction of equipment, the inability to connect 
subject areas to appropriate technology, and teachers’ perceptions (i.e., self-efficacy) of 
their technology skills as the obstacles that prove to hinder appropriate technology 
application in the classroom.  
“Beliefs are the best indicators of the decisions individuals make throughout their 
lives” (Pajares, 1992, p. 307). He furthermore noted the connection between teachers’ 
beliefs and their subsequent planning, pedagogy and practice. In their critique of 
epistemological beliefs in teacher education, Brownlee, Purdie, and Boulton-Lewis 
(2001) argued that “teacher education courses must provide opportunities to support pre-
service teachers to ‘develop sophisticated beliefs about knowing” (p. 262). While the 
former issues with technology and connected teacher beliefs aligning with their planning 
are up to 30 years old, the same issues arise today with the discussion of planning, 
instruction, and technology implementation in education (Boksz, 2012).  
In McLean’s (2010) case study, one participant reflected on how she used digital 
literacy practices to compose her identity, therefore providing another aspect of digital 




create meaningful learning experiences with digital literacy and understand their students 
and their ways of knowing in a digital environment. Teacher preparation programs need 
to provide teachers and students opportunities to study ICT and assess their digital 
literacies, transcultural literacies, and digital identities to match those tools (Nicholson & 
Galguera, 2013). A qualitative study by Kim (2015) sought to further the definition of 
digital literacy, suggesting that digital literacy is transcultural, as cross-border 
connections of individual identities of students in online spaces enhancing the concept of 
“global flows and local responses” (Gerber, 2016, np). This example of using digital 
literacies crossed online space forums, Korean Drama, DramaCrazy.net and applied an 
unobtrusive (i.e., no direct contact with participants) method to collect data. Kim (2015) 
collected pre-recorded data of writings, visual images, and interactions between 
participants. Findings supported the idea that transcultural literacy allowed students to 
cross online spaces, providing students the opportunity to inquire cultures, language, and 
knowledge of another culture. Kim (2015) also identified the use of new media to “learn, 
imagine, and create knowledge that traverses national borders (p. 199). These 
transcultural digital literacy interactions provided active learning, which is seen in K-12 
classrooms today (2015).  
Levy and Simonovsky (2016) targeted a “Third Age” in their qualitative study of 
65+ year-old participants combining two worlds: the older population (i.e., third age) and 
digital technology tools (i.e., iPads). Nine participants used an iPad for two years; 
additionally, one participant was the iPad applications developer. Ethnographic 
observations and open interviews for data collection of the participants showed that the 




social use, as well as professional activities. The findings described the participants as (a) 
open to technology changes, (b) incorporating the iPads into their everyday personal and 
professional lives, and (c) using them as time management tools. The data also unlocked 
new ideas on old perceptions of the older generations' aging and old age limitations. 
These findings supported Glister’s (1997) addition to the definition of digital literacy, 
that digital literacy is the ability to access and use information on networked computer 
resources. This study by Levy and Simonovsky (2016) provided evidence that all ages of 
technology participants can access and use devices for multiple personal and professional 
reasons.  
From Glister (1997) to Levy and Simonovsky (2016), research has provided a 
broad examination into defining digital literacies over a 20-year period. As I investigated 
possible threads of digital literacies, the literature contributed the importance of digital 
literacy skills in everyday lives of teachers and students. These threads also addressed the 
skills necessary to be equally digitally literate personally and professionally. One study 
brought to light how transcultural literacy allowed students to cross cultural online spaces 
that provided students the opportunity to inquire cultures, language, and knowledge of 
another culture including barriers and the importance of providing training beyond the 
sharing stage (Kim, 2015). This could benefit future research studies. The next section 





Tablet Pilot Program  
There are many universities who have had tablet2 pilots in the last couple of years. 
With student success and innovation in mind, Mid-South University launched its own 
tablet pilot. In the fall semester of 2014, the VP of Academic Affairs asked a team of 
individuals to investigate the feasibility of Mid-South University going “all in” with a 
mobile device initiative. Members of various areas of the university assembled to gather 
information from other institutions and existing research. During this process a group of 
faculty members were selected to participate in the pilot. There was no formal application 
process rather faculty were chosen based on their interest in participating and 
recommendation from their department. Mid-South University made the decision to pilot 
two different tablet devices with five faculty members for students in their classes. One 
hundred and forty-two devices were distributed to students. This included 72 Surface Pro 
3’s and 60 iPads. These numbers were based on projected enrollment and device 
selection.  
“Let’s get laptops and the Web into classrooms so that teachers can be freed to 
customize a learning experience rather than being forced to remain broadcasters of 
information” (Tapscott, 2009, p. 291). However, research indicates that very few 
university teacher preparation programs prepare pre-service teachers to embed these 
types of internet-mediated, digital learning experiences in their teaching practices 
(Banister & Vannatta, 2006; Burnett, 2011; Duncan-Howell, 2012; Hundley & Holbrook, 
2013). The International Literacy Association (ILA) stated, “The ability to read, write, 
 
2 A tablet is a portable, wireless, hand-held computer with a touch screen interface. Typically, the tablet is 





and communicate connects people and empowers them to achieve things they never 
thought possible” (ILA, 2018). 
The students (i.e., my former preservice teachers) were provided the option of 
choosing between the two tablets, as well as a choice of keyboard and protective case 
covering. Tablets were used for professional, educational, and personal use, and 
according to the preservice teachers, used in other coursework and personal preferences. 
The preservice teachers were asked to provide benefits and challenges of integrating 
mobile devices into the learning environment and on whether/how mobile tablet usage 
changed the teaching and learning processes through pre and post questions. The students 
were given the devices for use during the semester with the option to buy them at ½ price 
following the ending of the course. The Surface Pro 3 used by the preservice teachers was 
a tablet introduced by Microsoft’s Windows8/RT in October 2012. Its features included a 
magnesium enclosure, a kickstand for upright access, and front and rear webcams. The 
Surface portrayed a 10.6-inch touch screen is scratch- and impact resistant (i. e., Gorilla 
Glass), weighing nearly two pounds and is .36 inches thick. 
(https://www.webopedia.com/TERM/M/microsoft_surface_tablet.html). Figure 1 is my 
Surface Pro 3 from Microsoft. 
 





The iPad Air 2 used by some of the preservice teachers was a tablet originally 
used for browsing the web, listening to music, reading e-books, etc. Similar to the 
Surface, the iPad also had a multi-touch screen being 9.7-inches with a weight of 1.5 
pounds. (https://everymac.com/systems/apple/ipad/ipad-faq/what-is-ipad-differences-
between-configurations.html). The students had a choice of the Surface and the iPad. 
Half of students ended up choosing the Surface Pro 3 and the other half, the Apple iPad 
Air 2. Students who selected the Surface Pros were said to have chosen it because they 
“wanted a challenge of using a new device, and we already own an iPad” (Mid-South 
University, 2014; D2L). The iPad were selected by those students who said “we have 
knowledge of the iPad and want to stick with the technology tool we know” (Mid-South 
University, 2014; D2L). 
 
Figure 2. Photograph of my iPad Air 2. 
My former preservice teachers were required to investigate methods for using 
their electronic devices for personal (i.e., social media, emails, texting), as well as 




introductive questioning about their technological perceptions, the preservice teachers 
discussed their anxieties and fears at the onset of the course. The perceptions that the 
preservice teachers provided me (i.e., researcher and course instructor) opportunities to 
change my instruction and methods to remodel digital literacies for personal and 
professional application, as well as implementation into course curriculum and their 
future pedagogy as educators. After this project was completed, I decided it would be 
beneficial to look at my own digital literacies within the coursework, determine if they 
need to be altered and remodeled, and then conclude with how digital literacies are 
defined and managed after coursework. 
History of Web 2.0 
Fischer-Baum (2017) of the Washington Post provided an interactive website with 
how technology has improved over the past three decades which included: (a) how 
people watched videos; (b) who had Internet access; (c) how people listened to music; (d) 
who had cell phones; and (e) 30+ years of mobile phone design. Once a viewer gets on 
the site, they place their birth year in the graphic and roll the mouse over their perceived 
ideas of “what tech world they grew up in” (Fischer-Baum, The Washington Post, 2017). 
I used 1970 for the example of this in Table 2.3, which provides the ‘tech world’ in 





Application of Reuben Fischer-Baum’s What ‘Tech World’ did you grow up in? 
 
Over 10 years ago, Maness (2006) insisted that scholars rethink Web as Web 2.0. 
Maness’ theory was specific to librarianship (i.e., theory for library 2.0) as having 
significant changes for libraries. The involvement of Web 2.0 technologies allowed 
changes for libraries’ access to collections and support for its members. These Web 2.0 
technologies included messaging, media streaming, social networks, blogs, RSS feeds, 
tagging, and mashups. In Brown’s (2010) study, he suggested the application of Web 
tools such as Facebook (circa, 2004),),  Flicker (circa 2017), and YouTube(circa 2005) to 
encounter a fundamental change in e-learning. In a similar study, O’Conner (2010) used 
wiki-tools with preservice teachers to prove the importance of utilizing technologies in 




An increase in research of Web 2.0 was evident in Greenhow, Robelia, and 
Hughes’ (2009) study, recalling how the impact of this research affected learner 
participation and creativity, and online identity formation. Brown (2010) added the 
importance of scaffolding content and the learning process in his study, along with the 
necessity of developing an online presence for teachers and students. Other researchers 
studied the use of technologies in knowledge sharing, however, constructing new in-
depth knowledge was limited in Hou, Chang, and Sung’s (2009) study of teachers use of 
blogs. Interactive activities (i.e., data mining, peer evaluations or tutoring, and problem 
solving) for these Web 2.0 tools were found necessary to ensure the learning beyond the 
knowledge sharing stage (Hou et al., 2009). 
Boulton and Hramiak (2014) collected data from the participants in their last 
education course and first year of teaching at two universities in the United Kingdom. 
The purpose of the study was to observe preservice teachers in their TPP using 
technology and identifying any connections of learned technology behaviors being put 
into practice once a certified teacher. Barriers of incorporating Web 2.0, specifically 
blogging, included instructional time, pupil skills, and lack of support early-on in the 
pedagogical programs. This research concluded that early training and preparation should 
accompany preservice teachers on into their first few years in the classroom (Boulton & 
Hramiak, 2014).  
It is the premise of my study to understand and eliminate barriers that continue to 
plague preservice teachers and teachers (i.e., curriculum time, lack of support, and 
constructing new knowledge) by providing early training and preparation to have 




assistance of Web 2.0 tools (i.e., technological activities), my study is for researchers and 
educators who are expanding their learning beyond just the sharing knowledge of 
technology tools. My study will portray the necessity regarding providing training during 
their TPP that will cascade into their early years of teaching once qualified. The next 
section discusses literature regarding the necessity of early professional support and 
development in TPP and preservice teachers own self-efficacy regarding innovative use 
of digital literacy in education. 
Teacher Preparation Programs 
Higher education teacher preparation programs offer preservice teachers’ early 
exposure to a real-world classroom experience and a foundation of knowledge about 
pedagogy and subject matter (Feuer, Floden, Chudowsky, & Ahn, 2013). The following 
literature review will offer insight to technology and pedagogy in teacher preparation 
program (i.e., specific to one’s coursework), preservice teachers’ digital literacy self-
efficacy in a teacher preparation program, and preparedness in higher education, teacher 
preparation program classrooms. It is the researcher’s hope that the literature will show 
the areas of needed improvement in teacher preparation programs, preservice teachers’ 
thoughts of how they need to improve their digital literacy practices, and early training in 
teacher preparation programs. 
Technology and Pedagogy in Teacher Preparation Programs 
In a qualitative research study, Joosten et al. (2013) researched ways to 
understand how institutions are guiding the use of social media by students, staff, and 
faculty in the areas of student services and support, business services and operations, 




students, and others who use social media in the university environment, answered a 
survey about media use. The researchers found that social media was helpful in 
increasing the effectiveness of the university's communication to their community, taking 
the place of radio stations, television news programs, etc., and allowing the university 
community to connect with each other in new ways (Joosten et al., 2013).   
Rosaen and Terpstra (2012) developed The New Literacies Project to assist 
preservice teachers’ expansion of their ideas of literacy and knowledge of incorporations 
of new literacy, including digital literacies, pedagogies into their teaching and learning. 
Results of their study demonstrated a lack of fully applying technology and digital 
literacies into their planning. Although, the understanding of the concepts of literacy, 
including digital literacy, was present in The New Literacies Project. Therefore, these 
researchers uncovered a need for future research and conversations about preservice and 
teachers’ own pedagogical encounters for preparing authentic learning outcomes 
involving digital literacy practices. 
With proper training for all individuals involved, Joosten et al. (2013) concluded 
that social media would benefit the community by increasing the connections within. The 
New Literacies Project (Rosaen & Terpstra, 2012) also alluded to the benefit in providing 
training or assistance for preservice teachers’ digital literacy pedagogies. Understanding 
the importance of social media and its connection of students and teachers and how they 
communicate is a purpose of this study. 





Bandura (1977) proposed a model of personal efficacy with four sources: “(a) 
performance accomplishments; (b) vicarious experiences; (c) verbal persuasion; and (d) 
physiological states” (p. 191). While this model represented personal efficacy (i.e., self-
efficacy) as a unifying theory of behavioral change, self-efficacy in teacher preparation 
programs provided results of how teachers perceived themselves as technology 
participants. Teacher candidates in Turkish and English language departments at the 
universities in Cyprus were surveyed on their perceived computer self-efficacy and their 
attitudes towards the computer by two attitude scales (Adalier, 2012).  
Grounded in theories of literacy as a social practice and defining how digital 
literacies are multimodal and a social practice, Lewis and Fabos’ (2005) study provided 
their viewpoint on Instant Messaging (IM) and how social identities were shaped by this 
medium. Seven young adolescent participants were videotaped in semi-structured 
interview groups, individual interviews, and follow-up interviews asking: (a) general 
appeal and procedural matters (i.e., time spent IMing); (b) any peer and parent issues; and 
(c) style (i.e., word choice and tone) of the features of IM. Qualitative coding analysis 
procedures and triangulating across interviews, video sessions, and researcher’s 
interpretations, led to the patterns of language, social, and surveillance functions of IM. 
The researchers wanted to know from these participants: what was the impact of IM, 
what was the purpose of this digital literacy, and how did they find IM most compelling? 
Their research questions led to findings related in patterns of circulation and the hybrid 
nature of textuality in IM, and they envisioned IM teaching and learning of literacy in a 





When technology becomes ‘normal’ in this way, it is no longer 
complicated, nor is it notable to its users. It is a fact of life, a way of being 
in the world, a producer of social subjects that find it unremarkable—so 
unremarkable that it seems ‘everybody does it’ (p. 470).  
Jacobs (2006) also sought only to define the use of IM as how adolescents were 
being “wired” today with instant messaging technology and discussed the historical and 
social purposes of the conventions commonly associated with instant messaging. This 
qualitative study was created to provide evidence from theoretical insights by the New 
Literacy Studies (NLS) that IM is a social practice linking cultural ways of knowing and 
making meaning to more than a technology. The findings to an approach to literacy and 
technology indicated a shift in looking at the specifics of technology to how the activities 
in using technology are culturally meaningful. “If we think in terms of the practice of 
textual consumption, production, and distribution, then we are not limited in our tool use 
and can move toward a meaningful integration of technology into instruction” (Jacobs, 
2006, p. 192).  
Marsh (2006) studied the use of popular culture in a preservice teacher course to 
enhance and motivate readers’ text reading for in-school literacy practices. Data were 
collected from group and individual interviews and analyzed using inductive coding for 
emerging patterns. The voluntary participants discussed their (a) processes and outcomes 
of popular culture in their teaching placements, if any, (b) their beliefs in connecting 
popular culture to literacy curriculum, and (c) their personal school experiences and 
attitudes of future teaching placements regarding popular culture (Marsh, 2006, p. 167). 




schooled literacy practices, although not in enhancing critical literacy or developing skills 
to the production and analysis of media texts.  
Banas (2010) used a qualitative approach at measuring the attitudes of preservice 
teachers or practicing teacher’s attitudes of technology expertise. The study determined 
the best way to teach TPACK related instruction and interplay of content, technology, 
and pedagogy of teachers, as well as how to share and foster that comprehension to their 
preservice students. Providing opportunities for preservice teachers to use their 
technology expertise or TPACK in a higher education setting course supported Banas’ 
(2010) study that resulted in more than half (i.e., 52%) having positive feelings and were 
integrating technology in instruction. Twenty-eight percent had positive feelings, 
although reported obstacles in integrating technology, while 13% fully integrating 
technology into their curriculum, and 7% were not using technology at all (2010). 
The “Perceived Computer Self-Efficacy” scale developed by Aşkar and Umay 
and the “Attitude Toward Computer” scale developed by Aşkar and Orçan were used for 
self-selection of collected data. The results of this scale demonstrated significant 
differences in English proficiency in attitudes towards computers between the 
participants (Adalier, 2012). In the same way, there were differences in (a) age, (b) 
computer skill perception, (c) department, (d) socioeconomic status, and (e) English 
proficiency level according to perceived computer self-efficacy. These researchers 
discovered a medium level of positive difference between computer self-efficacy and 
attitudes towards the computer in the results of that study. 
Giddens’ (1991) self-identity work was used to highlight Burnett’s (2011) paper 




and beyond school. It investigated preservice teachers’ perspectives on digital literacy 
practices in their personal and professional lives. Burnett (2011) suggested individuals 
engage in context-specific identities reflective in digital literacies and to maintain a self-
narrative, engaging in specific new technologies. This digital experience demonstrates 
why skills and viewpoints correlating digital literacies do (or do not) survive the 
transition to educational contexts (2011). Preservice teachers had a positive attitude 
towards technology, with a medium viewpoint in technology competency in Çetin, 
Çalışkan, and Menzi’s (2012) qualitative case study. Both Burnett (2011) and Cetin et al., 
(2012) agreed that digital literacy practices should be experienced across different areas 
of preservice teachers’ and teachers’ lives, both personally and professionally, to make 
the most of new technology pedagogies of investigation and development. Studying a 
TPP and its digital literacy and technology components will help higher education 
teachers adjust their curriculum to meet the needs of preservice teachers’ digital 
connections with their students in contemporary K-12 classrooms (Burnett, 2011; Cetin et 
al. 2012). 
Kim and King (2011) viewed the perceptions, attitudes, and actions of English for 
Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) teacher candidates about podcasting and blogging 
for an assignment in a preservice education course. The assignment was to create an 
English Language Learner (ELL) case study including a real-life classroom environment. 
A purposive sample of three candidates from the program was chosen and their findings 
included blogging and podcasting as effective and engaging digital tools with the ELL 
students now and for future opportunities with adolescents. The teacher candidates also 




people they will teach are already digitally literate, so they should have the literacy and 
tools ready to prepare their future classroom (Kim & King, 2011).   
Higher education institutions, like those studied by Joosten et al. (2013) and Kim 
and King (2011), guided the use of social media (i.e., blogging, podcasting) by students, 
staff, and faculty in the areas of student services and support, business services and 
operations, instruction, and research. The researchers found that social media is helpful in 
increasing the effectiveness of the university's communication to their community 
(Joosten et al., 2013; Kim & King, 2011). Social media is taking the place of radio 
stations, television news programs, etc., and allows the university community to connect 
with each other in new ways, which benefits the community.  With proper training for all 
individuals involved, social media will benefit the community by increasing the 
connections within (Joosten et al., 2013). This training can lead to the digital literacy 
practices needed to keep up with students and their digital literacy needs in and out of the 
classroom (2013). 
Understanding preservice teachers’ mindsets of their personal digital literacies 
and how to bridge the gap between their personal lives and professional studies, could 
help higher education as well as K-12 teachers connect to students. Researchers Roach 
and Beck (2009) questioned if and how we have connected teachers’ outside school 
knowledge (i.e., personal literacies) to their inside school intersections of pedagogy (i.e., 
professional literacies). “Before coffee, Facebook, we propose that new literacy learning 
is as close as their own screens” (2009, p. 244). These researchers mentioned older and 
newer teachers should be embracing how writing and learning takes on a new meaning; a 




study, Roach and Beck (2009) provided ways new literacies experiences could and 
should be connected in order to embark with new literacies pedagogy. When combing 
factors of experiences and pedagogy, main points arose regarding how teachers and 
students should: a) communicate globally in the networked world; b) be mindful of the 
people they address or exclude; c) develop privacy in their digital environment; and d) 
adopt a critical disposition of intersections of literacy and technology (Roach & Beck, 
2009). They compared new literacies experience to outside school knowledge versus new 
literacies pedagogy as inside school pedagogy. Therefore, the question remains, are we 
making connections of the two? 
Pew Research (2019) indicated more than 93% Millennials (i.e., those turning 23-
28 this year) are the largest age group that use and have smartphones. Forty percent of 
Silent Age (i.e. born 1945 and earlier) consumers own a smart phone, while Baby 
Boomers (i.e., 1946-1964) are at 68% of smartphone use, and Gen X (i.e. 1965-1980) 
smart phone owners are right there with  Millenials at 93%. Millennials are the lead on 
other technology adoption measures, such as owning a tablet or computer, as well as 
using social media. Figure 3 provides a visual of these consumers and their adoptive 





Figure 3. Adopted from Millennials and other consumer technology adoption (2019)  
Pew Research. The percentage portrays the increase from 2011 - 2019. 
 
 
The rise Social Media use of the older generation is represented in Figure 4. Facebook 
practice increased in both SilentAge and Baby Boomers. Although Millennials are still on 




Own a Tablet or
Computer
Use Social Media
Millennials 93% 64% 86%
Gen X 90% 53% 76%
Boomer 67% 52% 69%






































Figure 4. Adopted from “Millennials Stand Out for Their Technology Use, but Older 
Generations Also Embrace Digital Life.” Pew Research (2019). This shows the rise in 
Facebook use for for older generations. 
 
Both figures are representative of adoptions and use of technologies for all generations, 
showing that Millennials still hold the lead. However, Gen Xers and Baby Boomers 
portrayed significant growth in these areas. Adopting technology and use of social media 
(i.e., Facebook) increase in all these generations are important to preservice teachers’ 
personal use of digital literacies and technologies. The Pew Research (2019) article also 
discussed home broadband use among Millennials, 78%, Gen Xers, 78%, and Boomers 
74%.  While this research does not mention the word ‘personal’ regarding use of digital 













Millennials 82% 80% 84%
Gen X 67% 71% 74%
Boomer 43% 50% 60%






opportunities for technology and social media, separate from professional applications. 
Many preservice teachers fall in the classification of Millennials, fewer fall under Gen 
Xers. 
Researchers Roach and Beck (2009) along with Pew Research (2010, 2019), 
provide multiple areas of connecting personal literacies to those of professional ones. The 
study of Roach and Beck (2009) referred to people having multiple positions. Their 
participants were using social media, shifting between these positions: a) a teacher; b) a 
sister; and c) a friend. Knowing that teachers and students alike, will have multiple social 
positions, teachers can make necessary actions to assist students to connect personal 
positions to professional views. The researchers in Roach and Beck (2009) were also 
participants in their own study. Beck recalled adding some of her students on Facebook, 
who requested to be her friend. While she knew the risks, she created a ‘teacher profile’ 
and used that to list music and movies she liked, her interests, and status updates, always 
with students in mind. tailored for her students. Her teacher profile gained more activity 
than her others; therefore, decided having two profiles (i.e., positions) helped connect the 
lines between personal and professional to remain constant.  
Perhaps these students trusted me not simply as their teacher, but as a 
human being with some depth and complexity, with interests that reach 
beyond textbooks and construction paper (pp. 249).   
Seventy-five percent of Millennials have social media websites and half of those 
visit their social media daily (Pew, 2010). During one of the conferences researchers 
Roach and Beck (2009) were presenting, the younger (i.e., Beck) of the two tweeted the 




colleague’s information, to inquire about her findings. Roach, the older teacher replied, 
which led to their professional development ideas:  
I was floored at how quickly my ideas could travel through Twitter, 
reaching audiences far and wider than my safe little handouts. Seeing my 
ideas broadcast that way, I felt suddenly famous and suddenly shy (pp. 
245).  
Adopting technologies, social media, and profiling multiple positions can be ways 
teachers can connect their personal literacies to their professional ones and demonstrate 
how to do the same for students in their classrooms.  
Bennett (2014) explored students’ digital literacies through a framework to 
measure teachers/lecturers' digital literacy practices. The digital concept Web 2.0 was 
used in a higher education setting to determine if teachers/lecturers were meeting the 
needs of digital learners in their pedagogical practices (Bennett, 2014). The Web 2.0 
concept study found the Digital Literacies Framework by Sharpe and Beetham (2010) 
had usefulness in many regards, although these lecturers were mainly motivated by the 
desire to achieve their pedagogic goals rather than by a desire to become a digital 
practitioner (2014). Studies by Banas (2010) and Bennett (2014) supported the necessity 
of pedagogy technology integration into the curriculum, with the feelings of middle to 
low computer self-efficacy by teachers and preservice educators. 
Lewis (2014) conducted research of affinity spaces, and how to construct the 
skills necessary to shape literacy practices from the home to the digitally mediated 
environments, such as education. Blogging created affinity spaces for conversation and 




literacy researchers, and parent, family and community advocates should be practicing 
digital literacies in their own lives. IM and blogging use in many students’ out-of-school 
lives gave them the affordance of staying socially connected to their peers and the world 
around them (Lewis, 2014).  
Pop culture, IM, blogging, and podcasting are all social media, digital tools that 
students are familiar with and have access to in their everyday digital lives. Jacobs 
(2006), Joosten et al. (2013), Kim and King (2011), Lewis (2014), Lewis and Fabos 
(2005), and Marsh (2006) were researchers who provided studies that demonstrated the 
importance of preservice teachers’ self-efficacy of computers and preparation to use these 
and other digital literacy practices in their personal and professional coursework. The 
following section discusses how and if preservice teachers are feeling prepared to teach 
with their learned knowledge in their teacher preparation programs.  
Preparedness in Teacher Preparation Programs 
Researchers reported on teacher preparation programs with respect to technology 
and pedagogy, technology integration in the public schools, and technology competency 
success. Although Snider’s (2002) article is over 18 years old, it sheds light about 
individual attitudes and perceptions of technology integration. Snider (2002) included the 
need for the emphasis on technology integration instruction in teacher preparation 
programs. This need of teacher preparation program emphasis on integration of 
technology instruction is relevant in the literature today (Anderson & Horn, 2012; Miller, 
2012).  
Anderson and Horn (2012) discussed the need for more symbiotic relationship 




Students' academic and personal technology use in a community college and those 
transferring to a 4-year university was expanded using original research and an already 
developed College Student Experiences Questionnaire (Strayhorn, 2006). This 
longitudinal data provided valuable information to community college and university 
administrators, staff, and students on how to narrow the margin of high to low technology 
participants, examining information literacy skills and educational gains in community 
college students who intend to transfer to a 4-year college or university.  
Other areas in literature that support the need for technology integration in teacher 
preparation programs, to allocate for a development in digital literacy, were cited in 
multiple research studies (Bell, Maeng, & Binns, 2013; Jimenez & Corral, 2012; Miller, 
2012). Participants in Miller’s (2012) study used mobile tablets to enhance their teaching 
and learning in the teaching areas of music, communication studies, English, and physical 
education. The focus was on preservice teachers’ perceptions of the learning experience 
rather than the faculty use and incorporation of technology in the classroom. The research 
inferred the preservice teachers expressed a clear acceptance of the IPad as learning tools 
and the perceptions of their own learning experiences as overall positive (Miller, 2012). 
Participants in this study also had negative comments about digital literacy integration 
and lack of classroom focus in leu of technology. Future studies would be to include how 
to keep the tablets from being a distraction, what to do if they did not work properly, and 
how to keep focused when using technology (2012). 
Bell et al. (2013) set a goal to reform science-based instruction with a technology 
infrastructure. Preservice teachers used digital images, videos, animations, and 




student engagement. Participants of Bell et al. (2013) summarized features of the teacher 
preparation program that helped them to effectively integrate technology into their 
instruction were those lessons in which technology was modeled in instructional 
approaches, collaborating with peers, and feedback after teaching lessons. Future 
research on situated learning theory may provide ways preservice teachers can be 
prepared for reform-based instruction with integration of technology (2013). 
Educators today did not grow up using technology and were not taught with 
technology therefore they do not have the skills and knowledge necessary to teach and 
incorporate it into their curriculum (Lei, 2010). In the empirical study by Lei (2010), he 
argued the relationship between technological practices and student outcomes was 
determined upon quality of technology use, not quantity. The quality of technology used 
by the 7th and 8th grade participants and their teachers in this (2010) research provided a 
significant relationship between how technology was used and student learning. 
Although, there was not a significant effect on the students’ GPAs, these finding 
suggested that teachers should be realistic in technological use in the classroom, paying 
close attention “on the quality of technology use, how is it being used, what technology is 
used, and for what purposes” (2010, p. 468). 
Teachers need to infuse emerging technological literacies into their curriculum 
and daily activities (Darling-Hammond, Banks, Zumwalt, Gomez, Sherin, Griesdorn, & 
Finn 2005), therefore for teacher preparation programs to “ensure that teachers know how 
to use the technologies that are part of the professional communities of practice, they, too 
need to be infused into the content pedagogical courses that preservice teachers take” (p. 




(2005) study identified how technology infusion could provide opportunities for teachers 
to develop ways of using technologies to connect to heavier discipline engagement.  
In a related study, Banister and Vannatta (2006) communicated the integration of 
technology enhancement for preservice teacher education courses as a necessity of 
providing preservice teachers support for technology competency success. A continued 
need for technology integration in the coursework and field experiences was suggested 
for future TPP as to provide preservice teachers with experiences that nurture powerful 
technology integration in P-12 settings (Banister & Vannatta, 2006). Results supported 
literature findings in need for an integration of pedagogy and technology in higher 
education and for preservice teachers to be prepared for technology application and 
pedagogy as first year teachers (Anderson & Horn, 2012; Banister & Vannatta, 2006).  
Similar results of the need for technology preparation in higher education were 
found by Youssef, Dahmani, and Omrani (2015), although the research participants in the 
study were not future teachers. The study focused on students who were preparing for 
entry in the work field at a higher-level institution that incorporated Information 
Technologies (IT) in their courses for a change in the nature and form of the learning 
process. The study concluded that the students’ involvement in the use of IT increased 
their e-skills, as well as the increased opportunity for collaborative and cooperative 
learning, which were associated with advanced e-skills (Youssef et al., 2015). The study 
recommended that higher education institutions have a wide range of digital tools, 
accessibility, and content for their teachers and students. In other words: 
Technological literacy, digital literacy, technological proficiency, digital 




require a significant organizational change in higher education institutions, 
diversity of learning processes, and an important investment by students 
(p. 2).  
The data in the paper also suggested that public schools provide their teachers and 
students access to classroom interactions with quality equipment and connectivity to 
generate e-skills among their students (2015). 
Another study was conducted by Jiang and Edirisingha (2014), that didn’t involve 
preservice teachers, but university students. The researchers investigated how universities 
should research digital literacy practices as an important research focus in technology‐
enhanced learning. Their conceptual framework of these researchers intertwined the 
following key aspects: (a) problem solving; (b) ethical; (c) E-safety; (d) technological 
skills; (e) distributed technology; (f) functional concept; (g) creative appropriation; (h) 
critical thinking; (i) intercultural understanding; (j) social participation; and (k) identities 
(Jiang & Edirisingha, 2014). The enhancement of learning and engagement of technology 
was part of this research and the researchers suggested to enlighten skills at the forefront 
of technology in teacher preparation program (2014). 
Kim (2012) involved Singaporean preservice teachers as participants in a 
qualitative research case study. The purpose of this research centered on the participants’ 
construction of metaphors (i.e., images and narratives) of teaching and learning using 
ICT tools in teacher education program. The study demonstrated a connection of ICT 
mediated metaphors to teacher educators and peers allowing for a critical reflection 




Mirriahi, Alonzo, and Fox (2015) highlighted two focus groups of eight 
preservice teachers in a blended learning (BL) environment who represented various 
disciplines and roles for their data collection. The qualitative exploratory findings and 
extant literature addressed these three issues of the BL environment: (a) lack of 
academics’ digital fluency; (b) multiple definitions of BL; and (c) lack of standards in 
existing BL frameworks. While the researchers intended to use this framework for their 
own BL higher education environment, the hope was that other institutions would follow 
suit and adapt this framework to meet the needs of their own BL environments. Because 
of using limited participants, Mirriahi et al. (2015) determined that questioning more 
participants, academics as well as students, would benefit the enhancement of criteria and 
learning and their practices of digital literacy skills and engagement of online 
technologies. Results from these past literature studies showed that giving preservice 
teachers opportunities for preparing and practicing digital literacies within the context of 
their own education can be beneficial to their future classrooms within the concept of 
technology embedded curriculum and content pedagogy (Kim, 2015; Mirriahi et al., 
2015). 
In a study conducted by Duncan-Howell (2012), one goal was to help college 
professors/higher education teachers prepare their students for digital literacy and fluency 
in planning in the learning environment. These participants were involved in a case study 
that explored their digital abilities, digital competencies, and digital experiences and 
considered the impact of these findings for current and future planning and learning in the 
educational environment. Duncan-Howell (2012) found these students were in constant 




research revealed digital fluency should be a consideration for higher education 
institutions to use in their planning and instruction. Knowing the impact of social media 
and digital literacies within the confines of preservice teachers’ personal environment, the 
data collected from these researchers (2012) proved a vital need to research social media 
and digital literacy practices outside the personal environment, including professional 
boundaries and contemporary classroom borders. 
Technology in the Classroom  
Buckingham (2008) viewed digital media beyond the definitions of “information” 
or “technology.” Through his review of the definitions of “information” and 
“technology” the research revealed the importance for media (i.e., the internet, computer 
games, other digital devices) to be critiqued by teachers and students if they are being 
used to teach in the classroom. Buckingham (2008) also investigated a continued need for 
a definition of digital literacy “that goes well beyond some of the approaches that are 
currently adopted in the field information technology in education” (p. 74). The 
classroom digital literacy practices, TPACK, and ICT will be addressed in the reviewed 
literature in the following section. 
Teachers’ Digital Literacy Practices in the Classroom 
Glister (1997) maintained the computer environment gives an ebb and flow of 
ideas between a professor and his students. He compared the benefit of computer 
connection to the types of students in his classroom: (a) active participants; (b) 
participants who could be coaxed into discussion; and (c) inactive participants (p. 79). 
The students who were inactive, sitting in the back of the room that “simply shouldn’t be 




from computer interaction and are the ones Glister (1997) wants to reach and open to see 
their creativity. He felt computers could help him do that, could open students who do not 
normally participate, to participate digitally without personal contact. This same 
argument can be said of that exchange of digital ideas between a teacher and his or her 
students within the walls of contemporary elementary or secondary classrooms (Larson, 
2012; Mishra & Koehler, 2006). As Glister (1997) defined and considered the future of 
the digital literate as being not only capable of technological knowledge assembly (i.e., 
Internet searches, content evaluation), but equally able to apply them to the “Net of 
tomorrow” (1997, p. 230). 
Swan and Hofer (2011) utilized an interpretive approach in their qualitative study. 
They applied the research paradigm of the Council for Economic Education’s National 
Voluntary Content Standards in Economics and Mishra and Koehler’s (2006) theory of 
TPACK to determine if the integration of a technological tool (i.e., podcasting) would 
benefit students in their economic literacy, both building economic concepts and skills. 
The research revealed a rise in economic-related podcast popularity in news media which 
could be a new structure for classroom economic technology integration (Swan & Hofer, 
2011). Participants in this study included eight preservice social studies teachers who 
found the digital tool (i.e., podcasting) successful within the confines of their higher 
education classroom and content, although there were mixed feelings of being able to 
connect content, pedagogy, and technology (i.e., no specific content-based rationale for 
connections the podcast projects). The resulting data provided researchers with a strong 
technological pedagogical knowledge, although lacked in the area of technological 




A lack of technological content knowledge was also present in Larson’s (2012) 
article of first-year teachers enrolled in a literacy methods course using e-books. The 
teachers’ concern was classroom management and lesson planning, although the most 
concerning element was that of including technology into lessons. One participant was 
given a Nook (i.e., e-book) at her campus and was asked to incorporate this digital tool to 
teach reading. In 2009, Barnes & Noble introduced the Nook (circa 2009), which is an E 
ink display device that operates on an Android system. The e-book allows direct 
downloads and sharing of books from Barnes and Noble, as well as WiFi capability 
(Kershner, 2012). The teachers were not educated on the devices through any teacher 
training and were given no instruction on how to use the tool with literacy instruction.  
My school had just bought new Nooks and the principal asked me to use 
these devices to teach reading...I had absolutely no idea what I was doing. 
I had never read an e-book, and I definitely had no clue how to teach 
reading with these things...Sadly, my colleagues were of no help as they, 
too, had very little experience with e-books. I was so stressed I cried (p. 
280). 
Overall, these two studies demonstrated how lacking the expertise of technological 
content knowledge and training on how to use a technology tool, hindered teachers from 
meeting the technological needs of their students in contemporary elementary and 
secondary classrooms (Larson, 2012; Swan & Hofer, 2011).  
Additional studies found teachers in elementary and secondary classrooms 
focusing on technology as a tool itself, rather than the implementation of technology 




12, and higher education, experienced teachers enrolled in introduction research 
education courses at two separate universities. The teachers volunteered for the study and 
were given an instructional practice instrument to measure their knowledge and 
perceptions of instructional and technological based practices. Some of the practices 
measured in the study were distance education, Web-based learning, whole language, and 
program instruction (Liu et al., 2010). The quantitative study resulting data lead to codes 
of familiarity, theory and research knowledge, and perception of instructional and 
technological practices. The higher the education of the teachers proved the more 
knowledgeable they were with instructional practices. Also, a participant's' own 
education (i.e., master's vs. bachelor's degree) demonstrated a higher awareness and 
significant difference in educational practices. Finally, educators with more years of 
teaching had more knowledge and understanding of these practices (2010). The paper 
provided multiple arguments for future research in the fields of teacher preparation and 
instructional practices with awareness of technology integration in content and 
pedagogical practices (2010).  
In Boksz (2012) phenomenological research study, the importance of teachers 
knowing how to use digital tools with digital literacy practices was studied, as well as 
how to embed these digital tools into their coursework, curriculum, and classroom 
activities. Teachers were identified as those whose digital skills is second in nature and 
the confidence and expertise of applying these technological tools in their teaching 
approaches to meet the needs of their students was lacking (Boksz, 2012). Students are 
said to be significantly technological embedded personally and in their school 




and expertise at applying technological tools in their curriculum (2012). Harris et al. 
(2009) pointed out that professional development courses focused on technical skills, 
although lacked in students’ learning needs, teaching instruction, and content standards.  
Technology knowledge-based standards need to be an obligatory format for a 
continued educational technology and learning support structure (Smeureanu & Isaila, 
2012). Educational technology provides benefits for teachers and students, although, 
there are several teachers who are not using technology to promote learning (Schulze, 
2014). The purpose of the Biennial Educational Technology Assessment (BETA) (eTech 
Ohio, 2009) was to determine teachers’ education experience as classroom teachers. The 
BETA survey inferred an 81% agreement on how computers were effective in assisting 
students’ success in academic content standards. Thirty-six percent of the teachers 
reported to have used the Internet once a week for instructional delivery of content 
material. The survey results also revealed 29% of teachers used educational technology in 
standards-based instruction and once a year or no technology use at all to support 
technology for instruction (eTech Ohio, 2009). Examples in this study provide evidence 
of the need for future research of teachers and technology in the relationship between 
teachers, their TPACK (Schulze, 2014).  
In a study of one participant's digital literacy practices of composing identity, 
McLean (2010) provided teachers with ideas to incorporate students’ out-of-school 
digital literacy practices in school settings. The researcher also sought to understand 
students and their ways of knowing how to create meaningful learning experiences. 
Within interviews, websites, emails, and field notes, the researcher found that teachers 




literacy practices and incorporate those into lessons and planned in-school activities with 
multimodal purpose (McLean, 2010).  
As in previous studies, McKenna, Conradi, Lawrence, Jang, and Meyer (2012) 
conducted a study grounded in attitude theory and digital literacy environments. The 
researchers set out to investigate the reading attitudes of middle school students in 
multiple states. The researchers used a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) that reported: 
positive attitudes of females than those of males toward academic reading in print and 
digital settings and toward recreational reading of print (McKenna et al., 2012). In 
contrast, males exhibited more positive attitudes than females toward recreational reading 
in digital settings. The resulting data from the attitude theory and digital environment 
literacy environment reported insight into the middle school years as important reading 
development for students and provided a “useful frame of reference for informing and 
guiding subsequent inquiry” (p. 301). 
Hall, Atkins, & Fraser (2014) derived a lack of evidence in their study in terms of 
how digital literacies transferred into the classroom curriculum for most secondary 
educators. Hall et al. (2014) developed a study that was a part of a digital literacy project 
called the DigiLit Leicester Project. The project's goal was to develop a working 
definition of digital literacy and a smaller study was the result of the authors using the 
framework of this project based on self-evaluation and cooperative continuing 
professional development (CPD). The researchers surveyed teachers from the United 
Kingdom and discovered to restructure a school-district wide digital literacy 
transformation would require an authentic restructure of pedagogical activities and 




project were key elements into embedding self-review which empowered teachers to 
conduct their own professional development, as well as influencing a city-wide, co-
operative opportunity to transform secondary schools’ digital literacy (2014).  
Research studies similar to Hall et al. (2014), was Kingsley (2009), who consulted 
with elementary teachers to analyze their interactive process of moving back and forth 
between visual and textual data. Results from this qualitative study revealed the 
magnification of how visual images expounded complex classroom practices (Kingsley, 
2009). Therefore, the data collected from this research suggested the need for visual 
studies, digital technology, and digital delivery systems as necessary components for 
contemporary classroom instruction (2009). Kingsley (2009) applied a theoretical 
perspective of constructivism and used a third paradigm of feminism for his qualitative 
research design using case study, grounded theory, narrative methods, and visual 
ethnography. The author's sources for data collection were in the form of field notes, 
documents, photographs and videotapes, audiotapes, informal conversations, informal 
interviews, and semi-formal interviews. A unique aspect to this study was that the 
researcher was not the only data interpreter; participants used a process of photo-
elicitation, to give respondents reactions.  
Korat, Levin, Ben-Shabt, Shneor, and Bokovza (2014) provided insight from an 
elementary classroom environment in the study on the use of a dictionary and how it 
affected second graders’ word learning. In this study, the dictionary was embedded in an 
e-book that was composed of static and dynamic visuals, as well as printed and non-print 
focal pages. Four groups of students used the dictionary in the e-book as a source to assist 




research data revealed that dynamic visuals with printed words produced the greatest 
word explanation and use. The research detailed students reading with static visuals and 
printed words vs. dynamic visuals without printed words resulted in less word 
progression. The students who read the e-book without a dictionary had the lowest results 
in word recognition. Korat et al (2014) corroborated Hall et al. (2014) and Kingsley’s 
(2009) research studies portraying the potential benefits of using multimedia and visuals 
for young children and their study of language and literacy. 
In an effort to measure students’ digital literacy proficiencies and competencies, 
Misirli and Akbulut (2013) created a scale regarding educational technology standards 
enclosed in the International Standards for Technology in Education (ISTE) and the 
National Education Technology Standard - Students (NETS - S). The purpose of the 5-
point Likert scale was to have a measurable degree of 8th grade students’ technology 
literacy within policy initiatives like No Child Left Behind (NCLB), ISTE, NETS-S, and 
Ministry of National Education (2012) goals (Misirli & Akbulut, 2013). Researchers 
created the scale constructed from the six dimensions of the ISTE-NETS (a) creativity 
and innovation, (b) communication and collaboration, (c) research and information 
fluency, (d) critical thinking, problem solving and decision making, (d) digital 
citizenship, and (e) technology operations and concepts. The Likert-scale results provided 
a moderate and reserved account of these students’ technology literacy skills and was 
efficient in determining the necessity for further planning in educational technology 
measures (2013). This research indicated knowledge of students’ digital literacy practices 




Another discovery by Marsh (2006) was a crucial challenge for normal practices 
of teachers and their future students' out-of-school literacy lives and how they are shaped 
by media and technologies when trying to connect pop culture practices for the demands 
the 21st century classroom. These data indicated (a) an effect on curriculum planning for 
the participants (i.e., teachers), (b) issues with the debate about the role of popular culture 
in school’s literacy curriculum (Alvermann, Moon, & Hagood, 1999), and (c) a need to 
recognize the realities of children’s out-of-school literacy connections that are shaped by 
media, new technologies, and popular culture. Since that time, others have replicated and 
extended Marsh’s (2006) original research regarding the issue that if we do not connect 
students’ out-of-school literacy practices within in-school curriculum, then we are “likely 
to continue to have literacy curricula in the international arena that are anachronistic and 
inadequate in terms of their ability to address the complex economic, social, and cultural 
demands of the 21st century” (2006, p. 173). These findings support those of several 
researchers, Misirli and Akbulut (2013), Kingsley (2009), and Boksz (2012), regarding 
the use of medial, digital literacies, and technology to aid students and providing training 
necessary for teachers to connect their instruction to the digital literacies practiced by 
their students.  
Information and Communication Technology Skills (ICT).  
Hughes (2013) explored a laptop-infused teacher program as an opportunity for 
preservice teacher to engage in the concept of TPACK and explained knowledge was 
developed as they learned about the use of digital technologies within educational 
settings. A purposeful sample of preservice students who were enrolled in a United States 




Communication Technology (ICT) activities which included: (a) a digital technology 
self-efficacy appraisal, (b) an item attitude of learning technologies measurement, (c) a 
pedagogical perspective measure, (d) technology activities throughout the program, and 
(e) two open-ended questions about technology and content connections for their future 
students (p. 497). This study compared the 15-year technological practices of this teacher 
preparation programs to the same practices the graduates were learning today, even with 
the technological advancements. Teacher preparation programs ought to engage in a wide 
range of contemporary ICT activities to provide more ways for preservice teachers to see 
how ICT plays a role in teaching and learning (Hughes, 2013). 
The purpose of the study conducted by Littlejohn, Margaryan, and Vojt (2010) 
was to investigate a student's' expectation of approaches to learning at a university, 
mapping out electronic tools and alternative formal learning expectations. A 
questionnaire was used on their first day at the university to ask students their previous 
learning routines, trends of web and email use, use of technology with Information 
Technology (IT) skills, and their preferred method of learning. The results from the 
quantitative analysis approach demonstrated the more self-efficacy the students had of 
themselves with ICT skills and as learners, the more they benefited in learning with 
technology in school. While this study did show increase in student use of technology 
over a four-year period, it lacked information correlating the use of new university 
students’ ICT skills versus their own expectations of how they learn (Littlejohn et al., 
2010). 
Teachers from secondary schools in Spain were surveyed on their attitudes of ICT 




explanatory variables were socio-demographics, school-level information, frequency of 
Internet access in-and-out-of-school, ICT training, digital literacy, and organizational 
development. The smaller study was part of a larger project that addressed ICT and 
Internet use of primary and secondary schools in alignment with a new educational 
culture in Spain. These findings support that of Littlejohn et al. (2010) and Hughes 
(2013) who found both positive and negative perspectives of the teachers' ICT skills and 
a more positive alignment to Internet use in their studies. 
Liyanagunawardena, Adams, Rassool, and Williams (2014) investigated higher 
education in Sri Lanka because of its performance of best basic education regarding 
literacy and primary education in the South Asian region. The area was in short supply of 
physical space for higher education, therefore the government invested in high levels of 
ICT for distance learning. While increased ICT occurred, Liyanagunawardena et al. 
(2014) reported the need for policy options to be set in place to impede barriers. These 
barriers included (a) “lack of infrastructure/resources, (b) low English language 
proficiency, (c) weak digital literacy, and (d) poor quality of materials and insufficient 
provision of student support” (p. 821). Similar barriers founded from the study conducted 
by Boulton and Hramiak (2014) included instructional time, pupil skills, and lack of 
support early-on. These conclusions compared to that of Hughes (2013) who concluded 
early professional support and teacher training could reduce these barriers and should 
continue throughout the teachers first years in the classroom (2014) and teacher 
preparation programs need to see how ICT is important to teaching and learning.   
ISTE Standards and New Literacies. New literacies (i.e., reading, listening, 




defined as being digitally literate: launching certain tasks, demonstrations, and 
performances of skills in a digital environment. Digital literacies including attributes such 
as agility, confidence, and creativity (Robertson & Lange, 2017) are also compared to 
new literacies and being digitally literate. Along with these new and digital literacies, 
technology platforms (i.e., hand-held devices) the software that runs it (i.e., social 
media), and the interface (i.e., application that one sees) needs to be addressed by 
teachers, preservice included (Eshet-Alkali & Amichai-Hamburger, 2004) since they 
have occupied student's’ lives.  
The ISTE standards for teacher educators provide teachers guidelines for 
composing technology-rich lessons, collaborating with peers, rethinking traditional 
approaches to classroom instruction, and driving their own learning. The ISTE standards 
explore: (a) the learner; (b) the leader; (c) the citizen; (d) the collaborator; (e) the 
designer; (f) the facilitator; and (g) the analyst. I expect to examine how my former 
preservice teachers align their instruction with the ISTE standards within their personal, 
instructional, and professional experiences with digital literacies both during and after 
their teacher preparation program.  
Koehler and Mishra (2008) discussed how classroom technology integration is “a 
complex and ill-structured problem involving the convoluted interaction of multiple 
factors, with few hard and fast rules that apply across contexts and cases” (p. 10). Digital 
literacies students use today can be an outline for teachers to follow in what adequately 
fits with their own personal teaching style and then begin to integrate these practices into 
their activities inviting other literacies and abilities (Lankshear & Knobel, 2008) to assist 




Erstad (2008) challenged the simplistic understanding of digital literacies to move 
beyond the skill of technology, moving towards digital literacies as a “set of 
competencies” (p. 198). Therefore, Lankshear and Knobel’s (2008) redefined digital 
literacy and Robertson and Lange’s (2017) definition of digital literacies will be patterned 
through this study of preservice teachers’ (i.e., now classroom teachers) interaction and 
integration with technology. This pattern will be checked in their lessons, created for 
coursework during their teacher preparation program or created in present time, in their 
Title One School classroom. The purpose of this study is to explore the intersections and 
disjunctures between digital literacies in coursework (Literacy Needs of Diverse Learners 
and Disciplinary Literacy; Mid-South University, 2014-2017) in a teacher preparation 
program and personal digital literacy use in-and-out of a classroom at a Title One school.  
The goal of this collective case study is to better comprehend select pre-service 
teachers’ understanding and uptake of digital literacies. Another goal is to discover if and 
how any digital literacies transferred from their teacher preparation program coursework 
in class into personal and professional applications. By exploring and incorporating the 
ISTE standards, new literacies, and digital literacies into my coursework, I have provided 
and modeled digital literacies that preservice teachers can apply in their coursework and 
as teachers, in their future classrooms personally, instructionally, and professionally. 
As the advancement of technology increases, the development of digital literacy 
practices for instructional purposes in a teacher preparation program can be geared for 
preservice teachers transferring into the classroom. It is my intention to discover the 
participants’ portrayal of digital literacies within their teacher preparation program and 




connection between teacher preparation programs, preservice teachers, and their first-
second year of teaching will provide other higher educators and me the necessary 
information to build stronger digital literacies that connect with the classroom and 
students of today. Digital literacy practices in the preservice teacher programs and 
teachers in contemporary classrooms will be pivotal to technology advancements in 
education (Boulton & Hramiak, 2014). From its earliest definition of technologies, 
preservice teachers and teachers in the classroom can have adequate training of how to 
use digital literacies with pedagogy and teaching and embed them into their course 
curriculum  
Practical Framework  
Frameworks for research act as a guide to conceptualize one’s investigation 
(Lester, 2005). Advantages to applying a framework to research are: (a) it is a structure 
for conceptualizing and designing research studies; (b) there is no data without a 
framework to make sense of those data; (c) it allows researchers to transcend common 
sense; and (d) there is a need for a deeper understanding, beyond this understanding 
(Lester, 2005). Eisenhart (1991) recognized three types of frameworks for research study: 
theoretical, practical, and conceptual.  
Lester (2005) accepted each framework had a role to play the research he was 
conducting in mathematics education, although he argued two of the three portrayed 
limitations. Lester reasoned a theoretical framework had these problems: (a) the research 
is forced into results rather than providing evidence; (b) data must travel; (c) standards 
for theory-based discourse are not conducive to every-day practice; and (d) triangulation 




appropriateness, and weaknesses of one’s theoretical perspectives (Denzin, 1978).  A 
conceptual framework provides the researcher “an argument including different points of 
view and culminating in a series of reasons for adopting some points” (Eisenhart, 1991, 
p. 210). Lester (2005) claimed this framework is fragmented; it provides what and when 
an argument is relevant, although for that time and experience.  
A practical framework is described as an “accumulated practice knowledge of 
practitioners” (p. 459) whereby the framework guides the researcher directly involved in 
the experience (i.e., during the experience) towards what is effective (Lester, 2005). A 
practical framework provides what works in that experience, asking those participants 
who are directly involved. “It is the accumulated practice knowledge of practitioners” 
(p.459). This study will be based upon the practical framework (Scriven, 1986; Lester, 
2005) of the ISTE standards for teacher educators; a practical framework will guide this 
research.  
Summary 
Chapter II reviewed existing research related to (a) the history of digital literacies, 
(b) teacher preparation programs and technology, (c) preservice teachers’ self-efficacy of 
their digital practices in at TPP and in a contemporary classroom, (d) ISTE Standards and 
(e) practical framework guidelines. There was a wealth of literature regarding digital 
literacy practices of a personal nature, as well as digital literacy practices in a TPP. The 







Overview of the Methodology and Approach 
Chapter III is the methodology chapter that begins with a description of the 
qualitative collective case study design, followed by restating the research questions that 
will guide this study. Included in the descriptions of the collective case study are the 
delineation of the participants, population, sampling, and ethical examinations. 
Description of the case study design also includes a presentation of the qualitative 
instruments and procedures, as well as the data analysis procedures. The chapter 
concludes with a summary.  
This study followed Leech and Onwuegbuzie’s (2010) 13-step methodological 
framework for qualitative research including descriptions of Steps 6-11. Step 6: 
classification of sampling; Step 7: type of qualitative inquiry for the research design; Step 
8: data collection process; Step 9: transcript evaluation; Step 10: analysis of data; and 
Step 11: synthesis and analysis of data. Steps 9 through 11 will be further explained in 
Chapter IV. Qualitative research was the closely aligned to the purpose of my study and I 
employed three data analysis techniques for the intent of triangulation: key-words-in-
context, word count, and thematic analysis. 
Methodological Framework and Research Design 
Stake (1995) defined case study research as catching the complexity of a single 
case or participant, coming to an understanding of their points of view in certain 
circumstances. In educational research, a case can be a child or also a classroom of 




and social service are people and programs; similar and unique in many ways” (Stake, 
1995, p. 1). While studying both my former preservice teachers (i.e., people) and the 
courses I taught (i.e., programs) in which they were enrolled, I wanted to observe how 
my former students have taken what they learned about digital literacies and applied them 
to their classroom teaching practices. In order to do this, I employed a collective case 
study.  
Collective case study, also called the multiple-case design (Yin, 1994) is when 
two or three case analyses are studied instrumentally (i.e., understanding more than the 
general case; Johnson & Christensen, 2014). Benefits of the multiple case study (i.e., 
collective case study) include comparisons of similarities and differences within the 
cases, observing the results of many cases to test a theory, generalization can occur from 
multiple cases rather a single case, and replication of the findings (Johnsen & 
Christensen, 2014). It was my personal aim of this study to better understand how I can 
improve my own teaching practices, going beyond the general cases, so teachers better 
understand digital literacies to fit the needs of all students. Within this case study, I 
anticipated that I would gain greater insight into my former preservice teachers' digital 
literacies in their personal, instructional, and professional experiences during and after 
their teacher preparation program.  
Johnson and Christensen (2014) explained that case study research is more varied 
than phenomenological, where individuals’ experience of a phenomenon is studied; 
broader than ethnography, which is focused on a specific cultural group; and more 
nuanced than grounded theory, which develops an explanatory theory. The collective 




whole unit (i.e., case study research is holistic) as it exists in its real-life context” (p. 51). 
Studying participants who were enrolled in my teacher preparation courses, I expected to 
examine how their teaching aligns with the ISTE standards for teacher educators within 
their personal, instructional, and professional experiences with digital literacies both 
during and after their teacher preparation teacher program. 
 This study was based upon the practical framework (Scriven, 1986) of the ISTE 
standards for teacher educators. A practical framework is described as an “accumulated 
practice knowledge of practitioners” (p. 459) whereby the framework guides the 
researcher directly involved in the experience (i.e., during the experience) towards what 
is effective (Lester, 2005). The ISTE standards provide teachers guidelines for 
composing technology-rich lessons, collaborating with peers, rethinking traditional 
approaches to classroom instruction, and driving their own learning.  The ISTE standards 
explore these aspects: (a) the learner; (b) the leader; (c) the citizen; (d) the collaborator; 
(e) the designer; (f) the facilitator; and (g) the analyst. By incorporating these standards 
into my coursework, I have suggested and modeled digital literacies that preservice 
teachers can apply in their coursework and as teachers, in their future classrooms 
personally, instructionally, and professionally. 
Collective-case study research allows the researcher to focus on various 
participants’ accounts of a research topic. By applying the collective case study design 
(Stake, 1995), or multiple-case design (Yin, 1994/2014), I was able to use resources from 
coursework I designed (i.e., teacher preparation program) and compare similarities and 
differences of teachers’ use of digital literacies in an elementary or secondary classroom 




replication logic can be used (Yin, 1994/2014). “If similar results are obtained from all 
three cases, replication is said to have taken place” (p. 45). According to Johnson and 
Christensen (2014), repetition (i.e., replication) can provide more confidence in a finding.  
When collecting, analyzing, and interpreting data from an interview, the 
interviewee provides the researcher with a voice, nonverbal communication 
(Onwuegbuzie et al., 2008), and access to participants’ thoughts and feelings (Sutton & 
Austin, 2015). These are important for a deeper understanding in qualitative research 
(Onwuegbuzie et al., 2008).  I analyzed my former preservice teachers past coursework, 
past discussion boards, current lesson plans and assignments that they use in their classes, 
as well as interviews about their current digital literacy practices (both in teaching and in 
personal life). These data were analyzed with the intent of triangulation by employing 
three analytic techniques: Keywords-in-context, Word count, and a thematic analysis to 
determine the following questions regarding digital literacies.  
Research Questions 
1. How do my former preservice teachers apply digital literacies in their classrooms 
and teaching after their teacher preparation program? 
2. How do my former preservice teachers apply digital literacies in their personal 
lives after their teacher preparation program? 
3. What intersections and disjunctures occur between how my former preservice 
teachers personally and professionally apply digital literacies? 
Participants 
Johnson and Christensen (2014) described a few common aspects among case 




their objects of study ‘cases,’ they collect primarily qualitative data, and they organize 
their research efforts around the study of those cases” (p. 434). According to Creswell 
(2002), when conducting a case study, three to five participants are adequate in gathering 
data. In this collective case study, a selection of up to six key informants (both 
exceptional cases and typical cases), who have since graduated from the teacher 
preparation program at Mid-South University (a pseudonym), who were enrolled in one 
or more of my courses, were chosen. I selected up to six key informants due to the 
possibility of attrition. These case study participants included female teachers in their 
first or second year of teaching in a Title One school. One, semi-structured, 60-to-90-
minute interview of each participant took place after analysis of the assignments that they 
did as coursework in one or more of my classes as part as completion in their teacher 
preparation program, as well as analysis of their current lesson plans, and observations of 
their current teaching practices (per case study participant) 
Participants were selected through a purposive sampling, namely criterion 
sampling that is convenient in nature (Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2007; Miles, Huberman, 
& Saldana, 2013). Purposive sampling is ideal over various other sampling schemes. For 
example, Johnson and Christensen (2014) stated that convenience sampling schemes are 
less than ideal when trying to generalize to a population based on a single study’s 
findings. In contrast, random sampling is the ideal type for large scale studies although it 
is not used as often as convenience sampling “because of practical constraints” (Johnson 
& Christensen, 2014, p. 264) the study may possess. Criterion sampling allows the 
researcher to specify what characteristics the participants should have to qualify for their 




with specific characteristics to participate” (p. 264). Non-random sampling schemes are 
traditionally associated with qualitative studies (Onwuegbuzie & Collins, 2007). 
Criterion sampling also involves groups of participants who are knowledgeable 
about the topic of research interest (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011), and criterion 
sampling selects cases that meet a predetermined criterion (Palinkas, Horwitz, Green, 
Wisdom, & Hoagwood, 2015; Patton, 2001). Criterion sampling as a purposive sampling 
strategy in a qualitative study is when participants are selected based on pre-determined 
criteria that will help inform the researcher about their experience with the topic of 
interest and will provide detailed and generalizable information (Palinkas et al., 2015). 
Therefore, this study followed a criterion sampling scheme whereby the criteria that I 
used was (a) former preservice teacher enrolled in one or more of my courses, (b) former 
preservice teachers who were using multiple digital literacies in their coursework, and (c) 
current teachers in their first or second year teaching at a Title I school in East Texas. 
Therefore, criterion sampling (i.e., being able to specify characteristics of my 
participants) was appropriate for this study.  
The participants for this collective case study will consist of male and female 
teachers who were enrolled in one or more of my courses between the 2014 - 2017 
semesters at a 4-year university in southeast Texas housing over 20,000 students. I 
selected six of my former preservice teachers who displayed personal digital literacies, as 
well as those who produced activities and assignments embedded with digital literacies at 
the beginning of their teacher preparation program. In contrast to these participants, I 
tired to select students who spoke of themselves as “technically challenged,” although 




program.  A strong rapport was established through their teacher preparation coursework; 
therefore, it was easier to obtain an accurate and self-revealing conversation during the 
interview process. This rapport lead to a comprehensive understanding of the 
interviewees’ perceptions and experiences of digital literacies in their personal, 
instructional, and professional careers (Roulston, 2010).  
Data Collection 
When conducting a qualitative research study, the researcher is the main 
instrument collecting the data (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; Onwuegbuzie, Leech, & Collins, 
2008). Researchers use information collecting methods such as observational and field 
note data, audiotapes of interaction, documents, texts, and interviews—the most used 
data source is the qualitative interview (Roulston, 2010). When collecting, analyzing, and 
interpreting data from an interview, the interviewee provides the researcher with a voice, 
as well as nonverbal communication data important for a deeper understanding in 
qualitative research (Onwuegbuzie et al., 2008). 
Teacher Preparation Coursework. My first step was to analyze existing data 
from previous courses taught in the past five years, through an online platform (D2L, 
Mid-South University, 2014-2017). These data included discussion boards, on-line 
platform communications, class assignments, and activities to better understand my 
former pre-service teachers’ understanding and uptake of digital literacy. I have taught 
these courses in a teacher preparation program for over five years and I am including the 
information from the pilot program at Mid-South University, that included the Surface 
Pro and iPad as instructional tools for coursework purposes. QDA Miner (Provalis 




courses.  I employed a method of Keywords-in-context and Word count to manage, code, 
and analyze qualitative data.  
Semi-Structured Interview. A method in qualitative interviewing is the semi-
structured interview. Interviews allowed me to better understand the participants’ 
perceptions of digital literacies throughout their education and educational career. Semi-
structured, face to face interviews were conducted to collect data from the participants to 
fit with Kvale’s (1996) criteria for judging the quality of an interview.  I asked pre-
formulated, open-ended questions. Barriball and While (1993) suggested the semi-
structured interview method as a means of data collection for case study research because 
it is applicable for studying perceptions and opinions of participants for the researchers’ 
issues, sometimes sensitive in nature. Using the semi-structured, open-ended nature of the 
questions, researchers can clarify responses and probe for more information. The results 
of the premade, open-ended questions asked in the semi-structured interview allowed me 
to compare what digital literacies my former preservice teachers learned in their 
coursework and what digital literacies they are applying in their first- or second-year 
classrooms in Title One schools.  
One open-ended, 60-to-90-minute semi-structured interview of each participant 
took place after analysis of the online platform of coursework. The setting of the 
interviews took place in the interviewee’s classroom when no students were or their 
choice location. Kvale and Brinkmann (2009) discuss the importance of conversations 
during human interaction. The participants were provided ample time to answer the open-
ended questions, offered in a conversational manner, and were invited to express 




There were 10 open-ended questions I developed from the findings of the 
coursework, relating to the following topics, which were covered in coursework: personal 
digital literacies outside of coursework, instructional digital literacies within the lessons 
and activities of coursework, and digital literacies being applied in the classroom of their 
Title One school. These questions were developed post-coursework analysis, to be 
answered by the participants in this research study. These responses were transcribed into 
a Word document and then imported into the latest version of QDA Miner (Provalis, 
2014) for my coding and analysis. The question formats consisted of (a) basic 
descriptive, (b) follow-up, and (c) experience/example questions that were asked at 
appropriate times throughout the interview process to clarify any misunderstandings or 
elaborate on an answer (Janesick, 2014). 
Questions were developed to guide the interview of my former preservice 
teachers’ perceptions of the involvement of digital literacies in their teacher preparation 
programs and any literacies they have adopted for their own learning. The questions also 
related to any digital literacies that might have transferred over into pedagogical tools or 
classroom activities in their first or second year as classroom teachers. All interviews 
were audio recorded, with the purpose of collecting verbal and non-verbal data.  
Anecdotal notes will be recorded to capture the participants’ perceptions of digital 
literacies within coursework, for their own learning, and application in their own 
classroom. The interview questions are located in Appendix A.    
Once each interview was completed, I transcribed the interviews. Onwuegbuzie, 
Dickinson, Leech, and Zoran’s (2010) transcription conventions, which built on 




communicated by the participants. Gorden (1980) listed nonverbal communication as (a) 
proxemics (i.e., interpersonal space to communicate attitudes); (b) chronemic (i.e., use of 
speech pacing); (c) kinesics (i.e., body movements); and (d) paralinguistic (i.e. variations 
in volume, pitch, and quality of voice). Nonverbal communication data from the audio 
recorded interview was collected by me through notes and comments on their interviews. 
These notes involved hesitating, pausing, and body movements. I then analyzed and 
interpreted using Denham and Onwuegbuzie’ s (2013) complementarity criteria to 
capture underlying messages not communicated by the participants’ voices. These 
posteriori nonverbal data were recorded to provide a way to broaden my understanding of 
the participants’ perceptions and understandings of digital literacies in their personal, 
instructional, and professional settings. 
Artifacts: Lesson Plans. Educators should design learner-driven, authentic 
lessons that will accommodate the learners. I reviewed random lesson plans my former 
preservice teachers created. These were stored in my coursework-online platform at Mid-
South University. This is an example of the ISTE standard, describing the Designer:   
5a) Use technology to create, adapt and personalize learning 
experiences that foster independent learning and accommodate learner differences 
and needs. 
5b) Design authentic learning activities that align with content area 
standards and use digital tools and resources to maximize active, deep learning. 
5c) Explore and apply instructional design principles to create innovative 




Therefore, reading and/or observing lesson plans in the preservice teachers’ lessons in 
their coursework using the ISTE (2018) standards as a guide, provided the information 
needed to assist me in altering my coursework and assignments and assist teachers who 
are learning to apply digital literacies in their own classrooms, if these standards are not 
observed or being practiced. 
Informed Consent. The six participants were completely cognizant of the intent of the 
research, method of data collection, and were not deceived during any part of the research 
process. Written and verbal consent was obtained by the researcher at the start of the 
project once the cases have been selected.  I provided a consent form to sign upon the 
introduction of the research project (see Appendix C). All interviews were audio-
recorded with password protected devices. I used my Surface Pro, my cell phone, and a 
recording device (i.e., tape recorder) for audio recordings, in case one failed during the 
interview. The audio-recorded data was stored on my password protected computer. The 
interviews were erased from the recording devices once they were stored on the 
password-protected computer. Additionally, all coursework and artifacts that were 
collected were stored on the password-protected computer and/or kept in a locked file 
cabinet in my office. Confidentiality was always be maintained, and all participants will 
receive pseudonyms.  
Data Analysis  
Denzin and Lincoln (2005) and Onwuegbuzie et al., (2008) referenced the 
researcher as the main instrument for qualitative research analysis, although I used the aid 
of a computer software program as another instrument to assist in the analysis of the data.  




Research, 2014). QDA Miner supported managing, coding and analyzing qualitative data 
from their past coursework, interviews, and current lesson plans. QDA Miner aided in 
organizing, analyzing, and finding insights of digital literacies common and divergent 
among the participants in my collective case study (Stake, 1995). 
Leech and Onwuegbuzie (2007) advised three different procedures to increase 
rigor and trustworthiness of the findings in the qualitative data (p. 575). Therefore, I (a) 
used more than one type of analysis, (b) assessed a peer debriefing, and (c) provideed 
member checking.  Leech and Onwuegbuzie (2007) suggested involving two or more 
types of qualitative analysis techniques to triangulate the results. I chose three different 
analysis techniques for data analysis triangulation (2007, p. 2): (a) Keywords-in-context, 
(b) Word count, and (c) Thematic analysis.  Keywords-in-context and Word count was 
administered to the data collected from the researchers’ coursework activities and 
classroom observations. Thematic analysis managed the data collected from the 
participants’ interviews. I asked for assistance from my chair to administer a peer 
debriefing with questions regarding the interview that was administered to the 
participants. Member checking allowed the participants to look over their interview after 
the transcription to advise if any changes need to be made.  
Keywords-in-Context. Fielding, Lee, and Lee (1998) gives reference to the 
cultural analysis of a word as keyword-in-context. “People use words differently, and, 
thus, by examining how words are used in context of their speech, the meaning of the 
word will be understood” (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2008, p. 594). Keywords-in-context 
was applied to the coursework my former preservice teachers completed in my classes 




digital literacies. Keywords-in-context analysis was also beneficial to apply to 
observational data (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2008).  
Word count. A second analysis that was applied to the data is word count. Word 
count analysis is beneficial with interviews in that it allows the researcher to count the 
number of times a specific word is used and its importance regarding the research topic 
(Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2008). Miles and Huberman (1994) justified word counting (i.e., 
themes) in qualitative analysis for three reasons: (a) easy pattern recognition, (b) 
hypothesis verification, and (c) maintaining analytic integrity. Applying word count to 
my coursework and interviews, allowed me to view the frequency of specific words 
relating to digital literacies. Word count analysis was helpful to my research in providing 
me the number of times the participant used words in the coursework and observations.  
Thematic Analysis. Braun and Clarke (2006) described thematic analysis as one 
qualitative analytic method that is rarely acknowledged, yet often administered in the 
world of psychology (Boyatzis, 1998; Roulston, 2001). Thematic analysis was also stated 
as a common qualitative practice in the social sciences (Holstein & Gubrium, 1997). 
Thematic analysis was characterized by Boyatzis (1998) as an across method’s tool, 
whereas Braun and Clarke (2006) argued thematic analysis “should be considered a 
method in its own right” (p. 4). Braun and Clarke (2006) set out to provide research of 
thematic analysis for researchers and teachers of psychology. Thematic analysis is a 
qualitative method of identifying and reporting patterns (i.e., themes) of selected data 
(2006).  
While there are many qualitative analysis techniques that identify themes (i.e., 




benefit in its flexibility (Braun& Clarke, 2006), with different demonstrations of the 
method within the large theoretical framework. This flexibility provided me “a rich, 
detailed, yet complex account of the data (p. 5). Secondly, essentialism and 
constructionism are compatible to thematic analysis. Social constructionism was defined 
as focusing on the creation of understanding between people in a group, within societies, 
while social constructivism is focused on the individual participants’ constructed system 
of knowing (Papert & Harel, 1991). This research was aligned with the philosophical 
perspective of social constructivism, focusing on the individuals’ perspective of their 
digital literacies, in which thematic analysis can be applied to the interview for 
reoccurring themes and concepts embedded in the participants’ responses. By applying 
multiple data analysis techniques and triangulating the outcomes of this qualitative study, 
the results were more legitimate and trustworthy (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2007). 
Member-checking. Member checking is a procedure completed by the 
participant that allows her/him to read over the report checking for accuracy and true 
representativeness of the information provided (Manning, 1997). Member checking will 
help triangulate the interpretations of the participant’s interviews (Stake, 1995).  After the 
data was collected, the interviewee was informed that the interview had been transcribed. 
The interview transcript was sent to the participants and they will be able to examine for 
accuracy and palatability (i.e., member checking; Stake, 1995). After member-checking, I 
corrected any mistakes or changes the participants make to the interview (i.e., there were 
no changes). The role as a researcher was that of a complete member, which Adler and 





Peer Debriefing. Onwuegbuzie et al. (2008) suggested choosing a colleague that 
does not have a connection in the findings of the study, but who “has good interviewing 
skills, understands the qualitative research process, is experienced at conducting 
qualitative research, and understands the underlying research topic” (p. 3). Peer 
debriefing is a “structured interviewing of the (interpretive) researcher” (Onwuegbuzie et 
al., 2008, p. 2). Frels and Onwuegbuzie (2012) suggested using a peer debriefing 
interview to assist with feedback regarding “biases that potentially; (a) might have 
influenced the various facets of the research study (e.g., formulating the research 
question, implementing data collection, and conducting analytical procedures); (b)might 
have changed over the course of the investigation in general and interview process in 
particular: and (c)  might have affected interpretations of findings (i.e., interview data) 
and implications stemming from the findings (e.g., formulating analytical 
generalizations).” (p. 3).  
Benge, Onwuegbuzie, and Robbins (2012) outlined specific methods of 
increasing credibility such as engaging in debriefing interviews and self-reflection to 
construct a credible interpretation. A debriefing interview (i.e., peer debriefing) was held 
after member checking, with my dissertation chair, because of her understanding of the 
research topic and the relationship we have established. Debriefing questions were co-
constructed by my chair and myself and were descriptive in nature. The informal 
debriefing interview consisted of: (a) questions regarding researcher bias and (b) 
questions based on Guba and Lincoln’s (1989) principles of authenticity criteria. The 
questions included thoughts on comfort level, personal connections, surprise findings, 





There were several limitations to this study. First, there were a limited number of 
participants observed in only one higher education teacher’s courses. I cannot presume 
the findings of this study would have the same results with other teachers’ courses in the 
same campus program or other university teacher preparation programs. Secondly, the 
information was gathered from up to six participants discussing their personal digital 
literacies in a teacher preparation program, inevitably providing information about their 
evaluations of their own perceptions of digital literacies, not necessarily accurate 
evaluations of themselves. A third limitation to the study was the technology restrictions 
in the classrooms of the participants (i.e., former preservice teachers) in this study. 
Websites are often controlled on school districts main servers and technology directors 
block sites that could be harmful to students. Also, some districts might limit the number 
of computers or devices in a classroom, leaving one or two for student use. 
Another limitation is that first or second year teachers might be overwhelmed 
with the amount of paperwork, preparation, and meetings that engulf a teacher's’ 
everyday activities. Integrating digital literacies into an already packed schedule and 
course curriculum, can be a deterrent on teachers desire to embed technological activities 
for their students. Also, confidence and belief in teachers’ own selves as novice or expert 
technology users could be a barrier that limits their technology use in the classroom 
curriculum, both personally and professionally. Lack of practice using media or digital 
literacies on a personal scale can limit teachers’ digital literacy integration professionally. 
Finally, using a practical framework versus a theoretical or conceptual framework, limits 




specific context. These external (i.e., one school, technology restrictions, computers) and 
internal (i.e., perceptions, overwhelming mentality, confidence) barriers that limit digital 
literacy integration of this study can be possible research subjects for other studies. 
Delimitations 
There are several researcher-enforced delimitations to this study to narrow the 
focus and preserve a manageable study. I delimited the study to participants within a 200-
mile radius who previously were enrolled in the teacher preparation program at the four-
year university where I am employed. The study was further delimited by the selection of 
participants who are in their first- or second-year teaching in a classroom at a Title One 
school. Selection of these participants were those enrolled in one or more of my courses 
and received a teacher certification in the teacher preparation program from that 
university.  
Another important delimitation was researcher subjectivity. Yin (2003) noted the 
case study researcher must uphold impartiality to keep the study restricted of potential 
bias. I was aware of potential bias in the study. I developed a rapport with these 
participants during our interactions in my course. Therefore, when conducting the 
interview, there was no pre-determined partiality of the participants and participants did 
not have any ties to me, my coursework, or university where they were previously 
enrolled. Participants were allowed to speak freely about their interactions in the course, 
the teacher preparation program, and what digital literacies they transferred into their 








Chapter III was designed to be a detailed description of the methodology I 
employed to conduct this research on preservice teachers’ understanding and knowledge 
about digital literacies prior to their teaching and their digital literacies integration in their 
first-or-second year classroom of teaching in Title One schools. Included in the chapter 
was a delineation of the participants, a description of the qualitative instruments used to 
gather data, and the data analysis procedures. Before collecting interview data, I analyzed 
the online learning management system discussion boards, other course online 
communication platforms, students class assignments, and activities from previous taught 
courses applying keywords -in-context (Fielding et al., 1998) and word count through the 
program QDA Miner (Provalis, 2014). The qualitative method of thematic analysis was 
administered to data collected through the participants’ interviews, wherein I identified 
and reported patterns (i.e., themes) evidenced by their digital literacies.  
The collective case study was organized case by case, including a separate section 
combining the findings of all the cases (Johnson & Christensen, 2014). I attempted to 
reconstruct the participants’ portrayal of digital literacies within the teacher preparation 
program and their classroom in a Title One school. My study followed Leech and 
Onwuegbuzie’s (2010) 13-step methodological framework for qualitative research 
including descriptions of Steps 6-11. The following chapters display data gathered 
throughout this study, searching for possible answers to the research questions provided 
in Chapter I and Chapter III. They also include summarized findings, the possible 





 CHAPTER IV 
Methodological Procedures in Context 
Chapter Overview 
In Chapter III, I described the qualitative methodology used in my study. In this 
chapter, I discuss my participant search and selection, the IRB (Institutional Review 
Board) process and revisions, and problems and successes that occurred throughout, to 
arrive at the data collection stage. Additionally, I provide an account of analyzing my 
coursework questions, from former preservice teachers that described their digital 
literacies, personal and professional, as well as questions regarding blended spaces.  
Methodology-in-Context 
Gerber (2019) posited that qualitative researchers should attend to guiding 
parameters within their description of their methodological decisions post-research in 
order to ensure transparency, replicability, and trustworthiness. Gerber (2019) stated, that 
methodological procedures in context “provide readers details [of]…the data collection 
process and [to] provide a…road map for other doctoral students and scholars looking to 
conduct similar research” (n.p.). She stated that this is particularly important for doctoral 
student researchers and that it is important doctoral scholars have second chapters called 
“Methodology in Context” (e.g.,Butler, 2017; Gerber, 2008; Montenegro, 2020; 
Niemeyer, 2016; Stanford, 2020).  These elements are part of an iterative process and, as 
such, may be addressed multiple times across one chapter or multiple chapters. 
Institutional Review Board Process 
I successfully defended my dissertation proposal December 7, 2018 and it was 




a) a reference list for my citations; b) the secured location for my code list; and c) 
reconciling purpose and revising my research questions with the actual participants in the 
study (i.e., practicing teachers), not preservice (i.e., former students) teachers. I revised 
the proposal as needed and continued with my study. 
My initial plan was to begin collecting data in mid-February, therefore, at the 
latest, I needed to submit my IRB protocol by the end of January. Because it was an 
expedited protocol, my chair and I discussed the timeline that it would take 
approximately two weeks from submission to decision. After the proposal defense I 
created the initial Institutional Review Board (IRB) protocol in the Cayuse system on 
December 11, 2017 and began the process of revising it in January 2018. At that point, I 
spent two weeks of revising the protocol for clarity with my dissertation chair to ensure a 
smooth routing process and to ensure that the members of the IRB would understand my 
research and the ethical considerations I was putting in place within my research.  I 
completed my final submission of the IRB protocol on February 20, 2018 and my 
dissertation chair certified it on February 22nd. However, at that point, on February 22nd, 
it halted in the routing process. The protocol appeared to be with the department chair of 
the School of Teaching and Learning.  
After one weeks of waiting for notification that my protocol had moved on in the 
routine process, I consulted with my dissertation chair on February 27th to see if there 
might have been a step I missed in the routing process; my dissertation chair suggested 
that I reach out to the IRB compliance officer, who could look in the Cayuse routing 
system to see if there was a reason it might be halted in the queue. The compliance 




chair to please route the protocol for review. Two weeks after the compliance officer sent 
the email, on March 18th, I received a notification from the department chair that she was  
rejecting my IRB protocol for the following reasons: a) there was no reference list for my 
citations; b) I did not name the secured location for my code list; and c) reconciling 
purpose and revising my research questions with the actual participants in the study (i.e., 
practicing teachers), not preservice (i.e., former students) teachers.  
I consulted with my dissertation chair and we came up with a solution that would 
be amenable without having me jeopardize my research which was already committee 
approved and submitted it again on March 21st. I received a notification from the Cayuse 
system on March 23 that the department chair routed my IRB protocol to the next step in 
the routing process. On April 8, 2018, approximately two weeks after the department 
chair had re-routed my proposal, almost two months after my initial submission, I finally 
received the IRB’s approved determination of my protocol. Copies of emails sent 
between myself and my dissertation chair are in Appendix F. The emails are about 
informed consent and routing of the proposal. There were issues with the proposal, 
seeming to be with the department chair of the School of Teaching and Learning, in 
which we discussed through emails. There are also representations of the emails from the 
IRB chair, concerning the delay in the submission. 
This delay in the IRB routing process is important to discuss in understanding my 
data collection and some issues that I then ran into in recruitment and selection of 
participants, which subsequently impacts my limitations and delimitations. Under normal 
circumstances, I would not have chosen to do the interviews at the end of the school year, 




participants after receiving approval, however, losing almost two months of prime data 
collection time, potentially impacted the quality of interviews. I conducted the interviews 
the last few weeks of the participants school year. My plan was to do them before spring 
break, which would have been a more ideal time. Teachers are distracted at the end of the 
year with things like testing, EOCs, and finishing up the school year. Because of waiting 
almost two extra months for my IRB protocol to be approved, it potentially impacted the 
content and quality of the interviews.  
To make up for the time in which I could have been collecting interview data, I 
began analyzing my course work to compose the revised interview questions, which my 
dissertation chair and I had discussed would possibly be asked for in a revision from the 
IRB, as I only submitted potential question topics with my protocol. Since this was 
coursework from my classes, and my responsibility as reflective practitioner is to 
understand my own practice, and it also did not involve human subjects research or 
recruitment of any human subjects, my dissertation chair said that I could begin to 
analyze the coursework in order to create the interview protocol.  
I used Provalis Research’ s QDA Minor and WordStat, qualitative analysis 
research program analyzing tools, to examine responses from my former preservice 
teachers about digital literacies in coursework and personal use. I applied Keywords in 
Context, Word Count, and Thematic Analysis to develop interview questions based on 
these topics approved by my committee:  a) instructional digital literacies within the 
lessons and activities of the coursework; b) personal digital literacies outside of 
coursework; and c) digital literacies being applied in the classroom. See interview 




After approval by the IRB, on April 8, 2018, I began to contact the potential 
participants, however, I realized that there needed to be some modifications to my 
protocol submission for the member checking aspect of my research. Initially, I was 
going to do member checking in person, however, given the time crunch I was now 
facing with late interviews and summer break about to start for my participants, and the 
potentially long drives to the participant location to do member checks (up to four hours 
one way to interview a participant), I realized that my initial plan would no longer work. 
My dissertation chair and I discussed this, and I settled upon sending the participant 
interview transcripts by United States Postal Service for member checking. I submitted 
this as a modification in procedures to the IRB. The IRB approved submission of the 
transcription for member checking to be sent by postal service/mail in the original 
proposal, however, I did not include an address that would be used.  Therefore, a 
modification was added to send any changes on the interview transcripts to my PO Box at 
my office, and it was approved on April 27, 2018.  
Note, email communication with participants is in violation of Federal 
Regulations unless the email service used is an end-to-end encrypted. Encrypted email 
services can be costly and difficult to use for the end user/recipient, so I choose to use 
ground-based mail as the form of communication for receipt of member checking. I 
applied for the modification to this aspect of my research and got approval on April 27, 
2019. 
Initially, the review board approved the submission on April 8, 2018, with the 
suggestion of adding a footnote to the consent forms stating my post review completion 




footnote to the consent forms. I added IRB-2018-215/April 8, 2018/April 7, 2020, as a 
footnote on April 24, 2018. These modifications were submitted on April 24, 2018 and 
accepted by the IRB on April 27, 2018. All the modifications were now approved. 
After the initial contact with my participants, of which I did via telephone as 
approved by the IRB, several texted me back, instead of calling. Because texting was not 
an approved method of communication, I had to add another modification to the IRB 
protocol modification where the participants could respond to me by text messages, after 
recruitment. Text messaging was not a recruitment tool, it was only a mode of 
communication after I made the initial contact. Interestingly, but not surprisingly, the 
participants only want to communicate through text messages. Since it was still the 
school year and my participants teach all day, I wanted them to have the opportunity to 
text if necessary; if they needed to change the location or interview time/dates it was 
important for me to get that information in a timely fashion. I wanted to add this 
communication tool for their convenience. Therefore, we could communicate the day of 
the interview, clarifying that I was coming to the location where they chose.  
Participant Search and Selection 
After IRB approval, I looked through old coursework class lists, and engaged in 
purposeful sampling techniques. I selected 10-15 potential applicants who were in one or 
two of my classes, were in their first or second year of teaching, and those within a 100-
mile radius of my location. The coursework of the former students also provided great 
discussions and feedback in class, as well as displayed great knowledge of digital 
literacies. I chose these potential participants to provide lesson ideas and suggestions to 




potential participants and I did not officially recruit any participants until IRB approval. 
Table 5 displays coursework, assignments, digital literacies, and lessons of the 10-15 
potential participants (all names are pseudonyms). I chose these assignments as they had 
digital literacies and technological applications components. 
Table 5 
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After IRB approval, I called all the potential participants using the approved 
recruitment phone script to invite them to participate in my study. The phone script 
protocol is in Appendix B.  I used the records of my past coursework and students 




called, the first four respondents who said “yes” happened to be females, in their first 
year of teaching. The fifth respondent called the next day and agreed to participate as 
well. I was thrilled to get started! I knew my timeline was short because of the initial 
almost two-month delay in the IRB routing process, so I needed to get some available 
dates for them right away.  
I settled on six separate dates over a two-week period, making sure that the times 
selected suited a full-time teaching schedule. I called the participants so they could select 
the dates and times when they would be available, as well as allowed them choice of 
location for the interviews. They all teach during the day, so many stated that after school 
would be best. Easter break fell in this phone calling process, so that was another two- to 
three-day delay. I scheduled five interviews right away: two in the Southeastern area of 
Texas and three in the Northern Central area of Texas. The sixth potential participant 
never called me back after our initial conversation. So, I was stuck once again with 
having to wait another few days. I thought about calling the original four who did not 
reply, however since they did not return my phone call, I called another potential 
participant in the East Texas area, closes to where I live. Amy agreed to the interview, 
thank goodness. I felt so excited and relieved to finally be starting the process.  
Issues I saw that could possibly affect results of my study, are the participants are 
all females and are in their first year of teaching. I did not have any male participants or 
any participants in their second year of teaching agree to participate. Although I would 
like to have had a few male participants, the female respondents were the only ones who 
returned communication and agreed to participate. Looking at the female to male ratio of 




responded. I called eight females and two males. Male participants can be a topic for 
another study involving how they see their digital literacies in their own teaching, 
possibly five to ten years into their teaching career. 
Before my interviews, I printed the interview questions, printed the Informed 
Consent and Detailed Consent forms, two each, so the participants could have a copy and 
I could keep the signed copy. Then I mapped out my journey to each participants’ choice 
of location. Two of the participants chose to use their classroom and the other four chose 
Starbucks (i.e., coffee shop). Starbucks was not a choice I would have picked because it 
has been known to be loud inside. However, ironically, it seems that many of my 
participants seem to enjoy the noise; sitting around at the coffee shop, visiting, working, 
and drinking coffee. Although it was loud, I was able to secure quieter locations that were 
private, where no one could hear our discussions.   
Transcribing and Member Checking 
To ensure credibility of the interview, I transcribed each individual interview, 
with the assistance of an online transcription service called Transcribe Wreally. This free 
online transcription service allowed me to transcribe manually, using their workflow 
tools that slowed down my audio and auto looped it back three seconds, for quick review.  
I also paid the fee of $20 to convert audio to text with automatic transcription for each 
interview. The first interview I did not use the automatic transcription, however when I 
used it for the second participant’s interview, it saved me two hours. After discovering 
the hours saved, I decided to transcribe the final four interviews using the automatic 




complete the interview, transcribe the interview, and finally write the information on each 
participant.  
Member checking is a procedure completed by the participant that allows her/him 
to read over the report checking for accuracy and true representativeness of the 
information provided (Manning, 1997). Member checking will help triangulate the 
interpretations of the participant’s interviews (Stake, 1995). I included a self-addressed 
stamped envelope within their transcription envelope to send back to me if they found 
any errors or needed to make corrections and additions to their answers. These were to be 
sent to my PO Box address at my office after member checking. After the data were 
collected and transcribed, I informed the participants that the interview transcriptions 
were ready.  
Peer Debriefing  
Benge, Onwuegbuzie, and Robbins (2012) outlined specific methods of 
increasing credibility such as engaging in debriefing interviews and self-reflection to 
construct a credible interpretation. A debriefing interview (i.e., peer debriefing) will be 
held after member checking, with my dissertation chair, because of her understanding of 
the research topic and the relationship we have established. Debriefing questions were 
co-constructed by my chair and myself and were descriptive in nature. The informal 
debriefing interview was completed through an online communication platform called 
Zoom. The discussions and questions consisted of: (a) traveling, (b) participants, (c) and 
chapters of the study. The discussion included thoughts on comfort level, personal 




This qualitative research study will provide me with actual coursework revisions 
and suggestions from my former preservice teachers, discovering what digital literacies 
they took away from their teacher preparation program and what they are implementing 
as teachers in their classrooms today. In the initial debriefing with my chair, we discussed 
completing a total of six chapters – (1) introduction; (2) literature review; (3) 
methodology; (4) methodology in context; (5) findings; and (6) implications. However, 
after reviewing the first three case studies within chapter four, we decided to add a 
seventh chapter. The chapters are now: (1) introduction; (2) literature review; (3) 
methodology; (4) methods-in-context; (5) interviews; (6) findings; and (7) implications. 
In the initial debriefing meeting, I was not sure how long to wait for the 
participants’ member checking. Dr. Gerber, my dissertation chair, suggested that I text 
each participant, providing a 10-day window, May 24, 2018 – June 3, 2018, to return the 
transcribed data for completion of member checking. I included in the text that if I did 
not hear back from them, or if they did not mail the transcripts back by June 3, I would 
continue on to analysis, and assume that they had no changes to make. Upon the 
conclusion of our Zoom debriefing interview, I texted each of the participants 
individually. Two participants texted and stated, “No changes.” The other participants did 
not respond or send the transcripts back, therefore member checking led to no changes.  
Analyzing Coursework for Interview Questions 
Analyzing my coursework was a process that was a lot of fun. I enjoyed taking 
the comments from my preservice teachers and applying them into the Provalis Research 
tool, QDA Miner. The questions I asked my preservice teachers in their coursework 




applied in your future classroom? and c) What type of blended spaces to you see for your 
future classroom? While these questions are not the equivalent of the questions guiding 
my research, they provided the necessary themes to guide the development of the 
interview questions for the participants. The interview questions are included in 
Appendix A. 
Summary 
In Chapter IV, I have described the experiences and stumbling blocks that led up 
to the data collection stage of my research. Additionally, I provided the IRB process, 
participant selection and search, and member checking with my participants. I concluded 
with the debriefing meeting with my chair. In Chapter V, I start with a narrative of the 
coursework in the teacher preparation program where the participants were former 
preservice teachers. Following the narrative are visual representations of the assignments 
I analyzed. Lastly, the results of the findings of key-word-in-context and word count 
methods that developed into codes are presented. I used these results to create interview 






CHAPTER V   
Corpus Analysis and Findings in Coursework 
Chapter Overview 
Chapter V begins with a narrative of the coursework in a literacy methods course 
and a second-year field placement course in a teacher preparation program at Mid-South 
University where I am employed. In this chapter I discuss how I analyzed 151 
assignments representing 131 students. Following the narrative are visual representations 
of the type of the lesson plans, course assignments, and readings that the preservice 
teachers enrolled in this course completed in one semester. These discussions and 
readings regarded literacy, digital literacies, and technology in their courses and 
integrations in their field placements. I then provide coursework analysis results derived 
using Provalis Research, QDA Minor. Figures 5.1 - 5.5 and Tables 1 and 2 are 
representatives of these findings, signifying the codes. 
Introduction  
As a teacher in higher education, I strive to experiment with as many digital 
literacies and technology tools in the class as possible. My classroom and coursework 
boast of online discussions, student-centered response system apps (i.e., Kahoot, Poll-
everywhere), digital lesson plans, and social media inclusion. My concerns with using 
these digital literacies and technology tools in the coursework in a teacher preparation 
program were that preservice teachers were not transferring their use of using digital 
literacies for anything other than social events and activities. I feared that the pre-service 
teachers were not using them in any type of professional educator setting. As mentioned 




I understood – I was already transitioning from a learner to a future 
educator with technology, like sub-educator kind of.  But there was 
definitely a transition period. And I do remember a lot of my peers in your 
class struggling with the transition and it was sometimes difficult because 
in a group setting when we’re working on a project, ‘It’s like okay, we 
need to get off Netflix and get back to this Google Doc.’ But yeah, it was 
noticeable, so it [transitioning from using it socially vs. as an educator] is 
an issue.  
I want to make sure I am providing the best opportunities for preservice teachers to make 
the conversion in practicing using digital literacies and technology tools for educational 
and professional purposes rather than only social purposes. Knowing that I am providing 
as many possible occasions for future teachers to apply digital literacies within their 
lesson plans throughout their teacher preparation coursework and into their first years of 
teacher, are important steps in my practice and my research as a higher education 
instructor.  
I tried to think about how to provide preservice teachers the opportunity to learn 
about digital literacies and technology tools. Many of my preservice teachers never 
caught on to the difference of digital literacies and technology. These quotes were stated 
in a discussion board post by two different preservice teachers during coursework that 
showcase their definition of digital literacies. 
Digital Literacy is the ability to navigate through any technology 




you can teach yourself how to use it... because you are able to make 
inference and use your background knowledge to learn - Sloane. 
Digital literacy is the ability to navigate, comprehend, analyze, and 
create things using media and the internet - Kate.  
Realizing the discrepancies in students’ answers, I discerned coursework 
alterations to provide information on the separation of the two. After much reading, 
researching, and studying, I decided to analyze the student coursework from two of years 
of my teaching and to conduct semi-structured interviews with my former preservice 
teachers in order to generate case studies of how novice teachers use digital literacies as 
learned from their coursework, both personally and professionally, after their pre-service 
teacher education program. Not only was I intending to analyze their previous 
coursework, I planned to interview my former preservice teachers, now classroom 
teachers, about the intersections of technology and digital literacies in their own 
classrooms; again, how they engaged in both personal and professional use around digital 
literacies. This quote is from one of the participants, Amy, describing their intersections 
of digital literacies and the literature circle assignment: 
 I just really didn't get much um, I just didn't really understand it (i.e., 
digital literacies) as well; right now, them (i.e., students) implementing 
their strategies that like, I just couldn't get a good grasp of that 
information. And I guess now, now we are implementing something new, 
such as the calculators (i.e., TI Inspire). I personally don’t know how to 




Analyzing my coursework was a process that I enjoyed a lot. I appreciated taking 
the comments, assignments, and activities from my former preservice teachers, and 
analyzing them using Provalis Research (2014) QDA Miner for Keywords-in-Context 
and Word Count, packaged within QDA Miner – Word Stat. When pre-service teachers 
take teacher preparation courses, I ask them three questions to guide my development of 
lessons around digital literacies practices and assignments: a) How do you define digital 
literacies? b) Where do you see digital literacies and/or technologies applied in your 
future classroom? and c) What type of blended spaces do you see for your future 
classroom? Although these questions are not the equivalent of the questions guiding my 
research, they provided the necessary framework to steer the development of the semi-
structured interview protocol for this study, which I used with my participants (i.e., 
inservice teachers). The interview questions emerged from a series of themes generated 
from the analyzed coursework data. Those findings are located in Chapter 7: Findings. 
Decoding involves reflecting on selected data to determine its core meaning. On 
the other hand, encoding is investigating specific codes and labeling them (Saldana, 
2017). I decoded coursework to determine its underlying value; then I determined the 
codes and labeled them (i.e., encoding) through the QDA Miner functions word count 
and keywords-in-context. These codes represent the ‘first impression’ phrases derived 
from the initial coding and guided my development of the semi-structured interview 
questions. Those questions and interview protocol targeted for my six participants are 






Figure 5. Word count initial coding. First impressions phrases from initial coding 




The coursework was collected over a two-year span and it involved applying 
digital literacies in lesson plans and assignments, as well as readings and discussions of 
literacy, field placement, and digital literacies and technology. This section provides 




course entitled ‘Literacy for the Diverse Learner ‘- face-to-face and online course for 
preservice teachers. Many of these preservice teachers are involved in an actual 
classroom as interns, which involves two mornings a week in an elementary classroom, 
for conducting observations and teaching in grades four or five.  
Table 7 














The coursework delivered in this class is compatible to other field placement courses, so 
preservice teachers can apply assignments created to their lessons in schools with actual 
students. Table 6 provides examples of activities in the course ‘Middle Level Grades 
Field Placement Lab II’, where preservice teachers are in the classroom two days a week, 
working with middle level students, observing, lessons, and interactions. The coursework 
supported in the school setting and is applied to authentic lessons preservice teachers are 






MLG 403 Field Placement II 
 
As I reflected on lesson plans and daily agendas that I had prepared for the class, I 
recalled discussing with students how digital literacies and technologies differed, as well 




“this is a digital literacy, not a technology tool” or “these digital literacies are being 
practiced here” was something I remembered mentioning; however, I did not recall ever 
having students write down differences and similarities in a chart or table. One difference 
is to provide a framework of using technology to support the innovative digital literacies 
in coursework and beyond to help deepen students’ learning.  
The questions I asked at the beginning of the Literature Circle Unit in the literacy 
course, RDG 398, provides a great example of incorporating digital literacies and 
technologies into the coursework curriculum. Preservice students selected a young adult 
novel from a list I provided and sculpted into groups for discussion. These novels relate 
to children that are attending public school and personal issues they are dealing with, 
both in-and-out of the school setting. A critical climax of all the novels involves student 
tragedy, struggles, and/or disabilities and how teachers respond to their students’ 
problems, issues, or emotions, usually in a negative way. Their discussions and activities 
provide opportunities to alter the choices of the teachers, to what they think would be the 
right thing to do in the circumstances. During the literature circle unit, these digital 
literacies are presented: reading, discussing, creating memes, and responding - all in D2L 
(Desire2Learn), the university’s learning management platform software.  
The final lesson in the literature circle unit includes an over-all reflection about 
the novel, how diversity played a part in actions and decisions made by the teachers and 
students, and how making the right choices as teachers can affect students the right way. 
Preservice teachers applied discussions, readings, postings, and reposting in a digital 
platform of their choice, (i.e., Animoto, Glogster, Canva, Wordle). Reviewing the unit’s 




intersections of digital literacies and technology tools for the preservice teachers 
professionally (i.e., in education). 
Another major assignment in the reading course is the Assessment Collection 
Assignment. Preservice teachers created reading strategies throughout coursework 
relating to vocabulary, fluency, comprehension of narrative and information text, critical 
thinking, and writing. They created these strategies for their future students in the Middle 
Level Grades (MLG) course, according to their content. The last part of the strategy was 
to attach an assessment and how it would be used informally or formally to learn the 
growth of their future students. These assessments were then embedded in their 
assessment assignment. Preservice teachers could choose two out these six pillars of 
reading - reading fluency, narrative or informative comprehension, word analysis, 
vocabulary, critical thinking, or writing. They included two formal assessments and two 
informal assessment for each pillar. Researching, application of student data, reading, 
listing, organizing, and online resources were digital literacies used to complete this 
assignment, along with applying the appropriate technology tool for presenting it to the 
class. The technology tools have been introduced to them throughout the semester within 
the course, although they can use other technological presentation resources. 
For the Middle Level Grades course, preservice teachers are to include digital 
literacies and technology in at least one out of their three required lesson plans. Issues 
that have been proven problematic were Internet shut down across campus at their field 
placement schools, mentor teachers lacking technology tools, or mentors who control the 
lesson and how they want it delivered to their students. I have observed Power Points and 




lectures and note taking, usually guided by a type of graphic organizer. These preservice 
teachers also must turn in a work sample that involves video recording and reflecting on 
one of these lessons. They video record the lesson and compose pre/post assessments to 
evaluate their students on the lesson. The preservice student reflects on their teaching 
pedagogy, and evaluates their lesson structure, as well as a peer’s lesson presentation. 
Digital literacies that I observed are not always reflective of what pre-service 
teachers perceived as digital literacies in their lessons. In reflections of defining these 
literacies, they often mention a device utilized, such as Smart or Promethean Boards and 
iPads or Chromebooks, instead of actual digital literacies. The digital literacies definition 
that I wish for them to grasp and build upon needs to be applied and defined early within 
the course, as literacies, not tools that drive the lesson. Reflecting on these practices, I 
realized I need to have a definite separation of digital literacies and technology and how 
they differ in personal, professional, and school applications.  My reflections and altered 
coursework assignments are discussed in chapter 8, including projected findings. Possible 
definitions from national organizations and expert scholars that I can apply in future 
coursework: 
Digital literacies are new and ever-changing ways we use technology to 
receive and communication information…the broader range of skills, from 
reading on a Kindle to gauging the validity of a website or creating and 
sharing YouTube videos (Heitin, 2019). Digital literacy is the ability to 
use information and communication technologies to find, evaluate, create, 
and communicate information, requiring both cognitive and technical 




In order to provide a visual perception of digital literacies definition, future blended 
spaces, and technology integration for the preservice teachers’ future classrooms, I coded 
the data of the coursework questions from the Literature Circle Unit, as well as the other 
assignments listed previously in Table 5 and 6. I applied keyword retrieval and coding by 
variable functions of QDA Miner to the initial coding, which led to the themes and sub-
themes. Figures 6 - 8 illustrates digital literacies that include online resources, old and new 
literacies, and technology.  
 
Figure 6. Online Resources. These resources were reflective of preservice teachers’ 







Figure 7. Old and New Literacies. These old and new literacies are examples of what 
preservice teachers’ activities and actions were in their teacher preparation program, as 








Figure 8. Preservice teachers viewed these technology tools as tools they were using 
consecutively with online and face-to-face learning.  
 
A second set of codes from blended spaces that derived from the coursework were 
the following: face-to-face, online/Google classroom, technology, structure/décor, unsure 
of topic, games, and fear-of-balance. According to implementations in blended future 
classrooms, my students wanted to include technology in their classroom instruction and 
learning. Figure 9 depicts technology as being the highest choice of what will be included 
in their blended classroom. Less emerging factors surrounding their future blended 
classroom included using face-to-face activities and free online web-services (i.e., 
Google Classroom). Balancing out the structure of the future classroom included décor 
and games to guide instruction. A small percentage of preservice teachers were afraid of 




small percentage not knowing exactly what a blended environment encompassed.  As 
indicated by Cole in Literature Circle Assignment 3: 
I hope to run a classroom that is a successful representation of a blended 
classroom that can function and incorporate technology in a fun and 
engaging way. Creating a class website would be a great way to 
communicate with students both inside and outside the classroom. We 
created that communication with this assignment – we read outside of 
class, posted our thoughts on the discussion page, then came to the 
classroom and shared our thoughts with each other.  
 
Figure 9. Blended Spaces. Preservice teachers’ ideas of their future classrooms were a 







Discovering Emergent Themes in Coursework 
Word Count Findings. Leech and Onwuegbuzie (2007) suggested word count 
method will allow the researcher to understand the importance of specific words by 
counting how many times participants use them in qualitative research. I incorporated 
data from 151 assignments representing 131 students into word count and derived codes 
that helped provide an understanding of preservice teacher’ digital literacies, classroom 
application, and blended spaces, for their future as classroom teachers. Data initially 
coded as preservice teachers’ digital literacies, classroom application, and blended spaces 
were categorized under these themes: definitions, practices, and future applications. Sub-
themes emerging from these included: background knowledge, technology tools (i.e., 
search engines, smartboards), and student interaction and research. These themes, as well 
as those from key-words-in-context (KWIC), provided information to support my 
interview topics, which then transformed into my questions for participant interviews.  
Keywords-in-Context Findings. Next, I employed the keyword-in-context 
coding cycle to coursework data. The following codes were recognized:  ability, literacy, 
classroom, computer, discussions, online, websites and technology. As an outcome of 
applying KWIC to the initial-coded data, the previous codes were categorized under these 
major themes: online resources, online interactions, old and new literacies, and 
technology tools. Students’ online interactions within their teacher preparation 
coursework and digital tools that they use within their teacher preparation coursework are 
represented in Figure 10. The preservice teachers’ over-all digital literacies practices for 






Figure 10.  Preservice teachers’ ideas of what they want for their future students to be 





Figure 11. Preservice teachers’ actions in their future classrooms included resources, 
interactions, digital literacies, and technology tools.  
 
Preservice teachers’ discussions and bell ringer posts were their top online 
interactions in coursework; this included language such as communication, navigating 
and searching, evaluating, and recording or creating. On the other hand, through 
evaluation of their coursework, students indicated that decoding, building background 
knowledge, researching, and typing are the lowest areas of online interaction in their 
teacher preparation program. However, the Work Sample reflections indicated students 
plan to apply decoding, building background knowledge, and typing in their future 
teaching lessons and activities. The highest online resource they used in their teacher 
preparation program was the Internet at 42.9%, followed by digital media platforms (i.e., 




digital world, resources, and search engines coming in last at 4.8 %. As indicated in a 
discussion board post by two students about the literature circle assignments: 
Technology can be integrated everywhere in the classroom, like I’ve seen 
in the teacher preparation program. I’ll use it to let my students create and 
research their future projects online. I will also apply smaller applications, 
such as using a SMART Board, Elmo, or websites for games. - Allie 
As a teacher, I would like to use quizzes, research, Promethean boards, 
and games. Calculators will be used in my classroom as well. Anything I 
can get my hands on that would be great technology resources for my 
students - Carly 
Provided findings of multiple themes of types of tools, I discovered again, 
technology as number one instrument used most in coursework. Figure 5.8 portrays the 
technology tools students mentioned they used in preservice teachers’ preparation 
program. Preservice teachers labeled digital literacies and digital devices (i.e., tablets, 
mobile phones) as two separate entities, whereas I would label them in similar categories, 
one assisting the other - digital literacies as interactions with digital devices or tools. 
Also, when they mention online books, more than half mentioned they personally do not 
like to read textbooks online, however they want to implement them for their future 
students. As Karys stated in a discussion board post regarding her future classroom 
spaces: 
As a reading teacher, I plan to have reading zones and reading circles in 
my classroom. I want to have digital books on iPads, so students are 






Figure 12. Technology tool application of preservice teachers in their teacher preparation 
program. These include devices, media, apps, and games. 
 
As an educator, reflection is important in my teaching and coursework. I have 
always reflected on my lessons and students’ success, trying to determine if my students 
were progressing in my classes as futures teachers. The greatest struggle I recognize is 
their connection of digital literacies and technology application to their lesson plans and 
in a professional educational setting. Preservice students’ digital literacies and technology 
practices seemed to be applied to social settings. The students who have been introduced 
to these applications in high school, with lessons and activities in the classroom, notice 
that the activities do not really change. The lessons are not different, students are not 
acting differently, the issue seems to be a different platform or device that is in their 





In Chapter V, I portrayed the findings of the coursework analysis from KWIC and 
word count in order to develop interview questions for the participants. Key topics 
included online resources, online interactions, old and new literacies, and technology 
tools. From these themes, major interview topics emerged, which helped me to develop 
the interview questions that I would use with my six participants. Analyzing the existing 
codes and mapping them to create themes, I applied thematic analysis for the 
participants’ interview questions, which is detailed in Chapter VII. Next, Chapter VI 
illustrates the detailed case descriptions of each of the six participants selected for 







Description of Cases 
Chapter Overview 
This chapter presents a description of each participant, former preservice teachers 
enrolled in my courses and now as teachers in their first-year classroom. I begin with a 
view of my stance for interviewing (i.e., romantic and social constructionist conceptions), 
the criteria used to select participants, and a description of each participant. I also include 
a visual representation of an overview of the participants. I conclude with a summary of 
the chapter. 
Cases of Six Participants 
Criterion sampling was used as a purposive sampling strategy to select my 
participants. These in-service participants were selected based on pre-determined criteria 
that provided me detailed and generalizable information (Palinkas, Horwitz, Green, 
Wisdom, & Hoagwood, 2015; Patton, 2001) about their experience with the digital 
literacies in their teacher preparation program, and on a personal and professional (i.e., in 
the classroom) basis. These criteria included males or females who (a) had been enrolled 
in one of my face-to-face courses, (b) participated in class and online discussions, and (c) 
demonstrated confidence with applying digital literacies and technology in their 
coursework or showed growth over the course span of 15 weeks. Their current teaching 
placement/location was to be within a 100 - 200-mile radius of my hometown, at a Title I 
school, and completing their first or second year as teachers. 
The six in-service teachers selected for the interview portion of the study were 




instructor. These former preservice teachers were enrolled in one or more of my face-to-
face courses at Mid-South University, had graduated, and were completing their first or 
second year as classroom teachers in a Title I school. I observed these participants as 
preservice teachers in my coursework in an actual classroom three times; they were to 
create and teach lessons to their Field II placement students. The second and third lesson 
were to include digital literacies and technology application for their student – created 
lesson and used for their own work sample. The work sample included videoing the 
lesson, reflections on their successes or revisions, data collection and analysis from a pre 
and posttest. 
Five of the participants were enrolled in one of my face-to-face courses where 
they applied digital literacies to their created classroom lessons, which they were 
preparing for their field placement students or future students in their future classrooms. I 
also observed these five participants grow strong in confidence developing their own 
teaching style with digital literacies over the course of the semester. The sixth participant, 
Amy, was chosen last, because one participant who originally agreed, never responded 
after the initial contact. Amy was not enrolled in one of my face-to-face courses, which 
was one criteria; however, because of her close proximity to where I live, she was 
enrolled in the online field placement, and the fact that I did see her teach and show 
improvement over three lessons, I asked her to participate. This worked out better for my 
research, in that Amy did not demonstrate strong digital literacies application or being 
comfortable during her lessons in her field placement classes. Although, she did improve 




As a result of knowing all of my participants in a teacher-student relationship, a 
strong rapport was established preceding the interviews; therefore, it was easier to obtain 
an accurate and self-revealing conversation which lead to a comprehensive understanding 
of the interviewees’ perceptions and experiences of digital literacies in their academic 
and professional careers (Roulston, 2010). Interviewers obtain a certain stance when 
interviewing for qualitative research. One, semi-structured, 60-to-90-minute interview of 
each participant took place after analysis of the assignments these participants completed 
in coursework as part of their teacher preparation program. During the one-on-one 
interview, I assumed a romantic conception when interviewing the six interviewees 
(Alveson, 2003; Roulston, 2010). Alveson (2003) framed a romantic conception around 
the ideas of participants’ beliefs, perspectives, opinions, and attitudes about topic X.  
A romantic approach also gives the impression that the interviewer and 
interviewee had established a rapport before or during the interview. These former 
students, now teachers, and I had established a rapport in the teacher preparation program 
over a period of 1-2 years. The romantic researcher uses multiple sources of data 
collection in order to verify the interviewees statements. In order to do this, the 
interviews were supplemented with participants’ former coursework in their teacher 
preparation program (i.e. my classes), as well as their Texas Teacher Evaluation and 
Support System (TTESS) from the administration at their school. Three participants were 
unable to provide TTESS information, however the other three provided the evaluation 
from their administration across their first year of teaching. 
The social constructionist conception within the romantic approach focuses on 




interviewees (Roulston, 2010). In the study, I was focused on the participants’ 
experiences, comparing the relationship personal and professional digital literacies in 
their teacher preparation program and now in their own classroom. I likewise 
administered Roulston’s (2010) romantic conception during the interviews that allowed 
me to see the participants’ authentic self from an already established rapport during their 
teacher preparation program. This rapport allowed me to make connections about their 
digital literacies by playing an active role in listening and questioning during the 
interview. 
The following names were given as pseudonyms to each participant to ensure 
anonymity throughout the paper: (a) Amy, (b) Jana, (c) Kelly, (d) Kristi, (e) Brooke, and 
(f) Betsy. Because rapport and trust were established preceding the interview, it was 
easier for me to obtain an accurate and self-revealing conversation in order to fully 
understand their perceptions and experiences of with digital literacies throughout their 
academic careers (Roulston, 2010). 
As indicated in Chapter II, Review of the Literature, there have been several 
studies conducted about digital literacies and digital tools in a K-12 setting. Findings of 
these studies provided readers of situations where certain teacher preparation programs 
did prepare their preservice teachers with using digital literacies and digital tools for their 
teaching and learning environment. Therefore, the need for teacher preparation programs 
to provide opportunities for preservice teachers to embed digital literacies and digital 
tools, not as a separate interaction but as a different platform or device, is important for 




 “The Internet has become established as an essential and central channel of 
communication in the lives of adults and adolescents” (Wadmany, Zeichner, & Melamed, 
2014, p. 19), fundamentally filling roles such as informational sources, means of 
learning, and involvement in society as a work instrument, as the means of social 
communication and entertainment. The purpose of this study involved preservice teachers’ 
definition of their digital literacies (i.e., meaning making processes) in their teacher 
preparation program, both personally and academically and an understanding of how, as in-
service teachers, they applied digital literacies to their current classroom curriculum as well 
as continued to use digital literacies outside of the classroom for personal and professional 
reasons. There are preservice teachers who use technology and digital devices for social 
media and communication purposes, although not necessarily for classwork in their education 
courses (Amicucci, 2014).  Knowing what type of digital literacies are preferred by 
preservice teachers’ according to their teaching and learning styles, and then being able to 
integrate these practices into lesson plans, will be the desired outcome of this research. The 
end goal being to effectively use digital literacies to assist them as classroom teachers. 
The next segment are case descriptions of the six selected participants. These are case 
descriptions of the participants and not descriptions of the interview data. The interview data 
and findings will follow in Chapter VII. Table 9 provides a visual representation of detailed 













 My first participant to interview was the last individual who I contacted. She was 
not on my original list for several reasons. Amy had only been teaching ½ a year and was 
never enrolled in a face-to-face course I taught. However, she was near where I live, in 
East Texas. I was so excited to finally get my research interviews started. I double 
checked my two recording devices, then placed my Surface Pro and audio recording 
device with extra batteries in my bag and set off to her school. I walked to her classroom 
at the end of the school day, after I did an observation of one of my present preservice 




occasionally observe pre-service teachers. There was no issue with entering the school, 
because I already had a school badge. Although Amy was a first-year teacher, she only 
has been teaching since January, since she graduated in December; therefore, she had no 
TTESS observation to provide.  
Amy is a small-framed, Hispanic female, approximately 22-25 years old, and at 
the interview she was wearing slacks and a comfy, over-sized shirt. She was not one of 
my first ten choices because from her coursework that I evaluated it did not appear that 
she was very confident in her creations of the coursework assignments or instructions and 
she did not participate as much in discussions in class as the initial ten students. When 
Amy was a student of mine in her teacher preparation program in 2018, I observed her 
teach three complete 75-minute lessons in her field placement for her teacher preparation 
program, at this same school where she was now a certified teacher. When I observed her 
in 2018, her first lesson she seemed nervous and anxious, and her second and third lesson 
showed marked improvement. After each lesson, I conduct a conference feedback and 
reflection meeting with my students.  
During these conferences with Amy in 2018, she mentioned how nervous she was 
and that she knew she could do better, especially with her voice and pronunciations of the 
vocabulary. During the second and third lesson observed in her placement in my class in 
2018, Amy used the Smartboard, gave guided notes on the overhead, and used grouping 
and manipulatives teaching simplifying expressions and angle relationships. Amy did 
come to my office several times for feedback reflection meetings when she was a pre-
service teacher while she was in my class and explained how she was not very confident 




Language Learner and that she felt that her words did not always form and come out 
correctly. 
Amy also confided in me that growing up she had no one to help her with 
schoolwork at home, so she relied heavily on her teachers. She also stated what a shy 
person she was, and she was worried about classroom management, especially with 
middle level learners. We discussed some techniques to try during her field placement in 
2018. She demonstrated mastery of staying in one position when she wanted the students’ 
attention, then having students do a repetitive call-back she would say, “If you can hear 
me clap once.” The students clapped. If she did not get the whole classes attentions, she 
repeated, “If you can hear me, clap twice!” Usually that did the trick.  
During my conference with her in 2018, I guaranteed her then I would help her 
with anything she needed. I reiterated this to her again in the interview process in 2018. 
As a participant, Amy also could provide another perspective. Given the fact that she was 
hired in January, she only had half a year of teaching experience to date. Additionally, 
her own self-acknowledgement of being a second language learner provided a unique 
lens to the implementation of digital literacies pedagogy.  
Before we began the interview on May 3, 2018, we first spoke informally for few 
minutes, mainly about family and life outside of school. The next step was that I gave 
Amy the Informed Consent and the Detailed Consent for being a participant in the study 
and while she was reading it, I set up my Surface Pro for audio recording and made sure 
the hand-held audio recorder was working. I did a testing on it to make sure it was 
recording in the right mode. Amy did not have any questions and signed the informed 




of the interview questions, I decided to make two for each participant interview, one for 
me and one for them, if they chose to look at the questions after I read it. I am a visual 
learner and when teaching, I always had handouts or copies of notes in a Power Point or 
Google Slide that I shared with my students. I also employed multiple graphic organizers 
or visuals, instead of just straight lecture. Since these are former students, I thought they 
might like reading the questions after I first asked them. Amy stated she would like to 
look at the questions, after I read them to her. I began each interview by asking the 
participants to state their name, subject, and grade level.  
As we started the interview, she asked what the topic was again, as she did not 
remember from the initial phone conversation. I told her digital literacies, which made 
her seem worried about the interview questions. I assured her, I would explain the 
questions and anything she did not feel comfortable with answering she could state she 
did not want to answer it. That seemed to give her more courage in proceeding with the 
interview questions. Additionally, I reminded her again just to answer what she wanted or 
remembered. Then she stated, “That is the problem, I do not know if I can remember that 
far back!” Then she laughed, and I did also, which lightened up everything. 
The interview started at approximately 12:30 pm, (i.e., during her conference) 
Amy indicated she teaches sixth grade math at a Title I school where she did her Field II 
Placement and Student Teaching semesters, both in sixth-grade math. Although the 
teacher preparation program at Mid-South University does not like for students to stay in 
field placements and student teaching in the same school, they made an exception for her. 




another perspective of being an intern, then student teacher, and finally the teacher of 
record.  
After the interview, I packed up my recording devices and again, thanked her for 
agreeing to do the interview. Walking out of that room, leaving the school, gave me so 
much of a thrill, I returned to my car and just cried! I have been on a long journey to get 
to this point. I knew I could do the interviews, I had been preparing for this since January 
2014, when I first started back to school, and I knew that this had to be completed. 
However, the knowledge of doing the first one, gave me such a thrill and emotional 
feeling at the same time, I just cried and cried. I called my mom and dad, text my friend 
group, and drove home. 
Jana 
My second participant was a sixth-grade science teacher in the South-Eastern part 
of Texas. She was in my course as a face-to-fact student in the spring of 2017, and an 
intern that I observed in field placement in the fall 2017. I knew immediately, Jana would 
be one of my first potential participant calls. There are preservice teachers who stick out 
in your mind as “hard-workers” and students who are “with-it!” She was both! Jana 
responded to my initial phone call and asked if I could text her the dates and times, so she 
could look at her calendar. When she asked about texting, I realized I was only approved 
for phone contacts, consequently I submitted a modification of allowing texts to my 
participants to my study to the IRB for approval. It was approved. 
 Her location choice was a Starbucks, right down from her school. That was more 
convenient for her, so I agreed. As I drove the two hours to this location, I was getting 




down to her town, a thunderstorm hit, and it was not good driving weather. Luckily, I left 
in two hours early, and had plenty of time if I needed to pull over. It was threatening, 
dark, almost ominous. I thought to myself, “If I die going to this interview, I will be very 
upset!” I had gotten this far, and I was not going to let this keep me down, so I plodded 
on! 
Arriving at Starbucks almost 1 and ½ hours early, I decided to go on in and find a 
secluded spot. Starbucks is noisy and people where everywhere. They had music playing, 
people calling out names for their orders, and the machines that made and mixed the 
coffee were rattling off every few minutes. Luckily, this location had a separated section 
where there was a large computer plug-in table and smaller tables in the back. I selected a 
small table with three chairs and worked on grades while I waited for Jana to arrive.  
After an hour, I started going over my first interview I had completed that 
morning and looked at the specific interview questions. I made sure Jana’s interview 
question page and consent forms were ready and I checked, and double checked both 
recording devices. The table was located right under a speaker, so I made sure I could 
hear my voice without the interference of the music. Finally, 4:30 p.m. came and Jana 
walked into Starbucks. I met her in the front and asked if there was another place, she’d 
rather sit than the back. She said the back was fine, as it was more private. 
Jana, a White female, about 22 years of age with a small frame and long brown 
hair, was dressed in a skirt and blue jean jacket with slide-on sandals. She was one of the 
participants who completed several of my courses in her teacher preparation program at 
Mid-South University. One course included her field placement and I observed her teach 




second lesson was even better, and her third lesson, she knocked it out of the park! Her 
mentor teacher praised her every time I went to observe her and specifically asked if 
there was a way, she could schedule her to be her student teaching. The teacher 
preparation program does not normally allow students to do field placements and student 
teaching in the same school, although there are some exceptions. Jana wanted to go back 
home anyway, so she did not stay. I chose to ask Jana to participate because I thought she 
could add a great perspective of teaching with digital literacies with what I observed from 
her coursework, as well as her professional applications in the field placement classroom. 
I was so glad she said yes! 
As Jana was reading the consent forms, I checked again to make sure the two 
recording devices were set up correctly. I place one closer to her, so it would drown out 
the music above us. She signed the consent form and I provided her a copy. I asked if she 
would like a copy of the interview questions and she said yes, it would be helpful. Jana 
was completing her first year at a Title one school, as a sixth-grade science teacher. 
At the closing of the interview, I thanked her again for agreeing to be a 
participant. I asked her if anything else related came to mind as we were going through 
the questions. She stated no. I reminded her I would transcribe the interview and send it 
to her personal address, which is where she chose to have it sent. She asked if I still 
wanted her TTESS and I said that I did and thanked her for bringing it. She provided one 
walk-through, one Instructional/Learning Environment Walkthrough, and one 
Observation - Entire Process. She was excited about her final observation TTESS, 




school. She said it was one of her favorite lessons, although shocked that students did not 
know how to do combinations on lockers. 
 The second time she did this same lesson, she reminded them the day before – 
right, left skip once, right – stating the students practiced for 10 minutes! The second go-
round was so satisfying for them, they all got it this time and screamed, “YEAH!”  I 
mentioned the struggle my daughter had with locker combinations and she mentioned 
how these students have a ‘I give up’ attitude, a lack of integrity. “I try and encourage 
them and say, ‘Do not give up, try harder! I try and give them motivations!’ I agreed with 
her about that motivation, for all students at all levels and ages. I told her thanks a final 
time, and she walked out the door. I packed up my recording devices, feeling very 
pleased with this interview.  
Kelly 
Kelly was also former preservice student who was strong in her content, math, 
and strong with technology applications and digital literacies, especially in a content that 
traditionally does not use a lot of traditional reading and writing in the curriculum (i.e., 
math). I was so happy to see her; she had gotten married since her time in the teacher 
preparation program, so we talked about that first. She asked about my schooling and 
how the dissertation was going. I assured her it was going well, and that I was so happy 
to have her as a participant. 
Kelly is a White female, around 22-23 years of age. She was blonde headed with 
a medium build and knack for discussions and words. Every time she spoke in class as a 
preservice teacher, I was impressed by her vocabulary and use of ‘teacher terms,’ as I call 




before that was even brought up in our class. Differentiation was concept she wanted to 
research, especially for her future students in mathematics, that it would be important to 
their success. I was glad Kelly chose to be a participant. 
After Kelly chose her date, time, and location of her interview, I made sure and 
coordinated Jana’s interview within the same day as Kelly’s.  They both live in the 
South-eastern part of Texas and the timing and dates were perfectly aligned for me to 
travel to their interviews on the same day, after the first interview with Amy that 
morning. Luckily the rain had completely subsided, so there was no more threat of 
thunderstorms on my last leg of this “interview” journey. I finished with Jana early, and 
texted her I was headed her way, which we had already agreed I would. Her home was 
right down from the Starbucks, so she came a little early too. I arrived at our location, 
again Starbucks, at the same time as Kelly. I recognized her right away. She chose the 
location of our seats, which was right be the door, under a speaker. Thankfully, this 
Starbucks was not as crowded. We sat at a long table, sitting side-by-side, facing the 
outside parking lot. Our interview started at 6:35. 
While she was reading her consent forms, I once again set up the recording 
devices and made sure to put one right by her, since the speaker was above us. She signed 
the consent forms and we got started. Kelly her new name – added the new last name - 
and told me she taught seventh grade math at a Title One school, Midway Junior High 
(pseudonym). She was teaching two Pre-AP (Advanced Placement) math classes and two 
regular, general education math classes. Her Pre-AP math classes did not involve any 
algebra, although she did teach ½ of the eighth-grade curriculum because they’ll be in 




(Texas Essential Knowledge Standards). The Pre-Ap math class was a faster-paced 
course, where they take in more information than the general education math course. 
I provided Kelly a copy of the interview questions, asked her if she wanted to read 
them along with me, and she said she did. Although I did not want to change the way I 
asked the questions, I just mentioned if I heard an answer that would fit in another 
question, I would let her know. Kelly was in shorts and a t-shirt and said she was very 
comfortable with whatever I had to ask her. Friday night, at the end of the semester, I was 
glad she was there to participate. I know how tired middle school teachers are, teachers in 
general, on a Friday! The interview lasted 36 minutes and I thanked her again, wishing 
her well in her school and new marriage adventure. I shut off the recording devices, 
packed up my things, and walked to my car.  
Interlude: Reflections 
Three down and three to go! I was very pleased with the progress of the 
interviewing; however, knowing my time had been altered and losing almost two months 
meant I needed to keep moving along. Out of everything that I have done so far with this 
research study, the interviewing has been my favorite. I was aware how I addressed the 
participants, since I already knew them, but I had to remember to stick to the interview 
questions and not ask something unrelated during the interview. I recognized my own 
interview ‘voice’ and that I say ‘OK’ a lot, which I was not aware of, especially in 
conversation. There are some other alterations that I decided that I might make to future 
interviews, giving participants choice of interviewing via the Web or face-to-face. 
However, in my reflections, my chair and I discussed how observing the participants 




 I had a weekend to regroup and travel again, this time to the North-central part of 
Texas, to complete my last three interviews, all within 45 minutes of each other. As 
humorous side note, all the participants had classes together at one point in their teacher 
preparation program, although I do not know if they stayed in touch after the class on 
social media. I was wondering if they talked to each other often and if so, asked if I 
contacted them for participation? Again, these participants are my former students, so I 
was pleased to see them. The last three interviews occurred all in one day. 
Kristi 
Kristi was another English Language Learner formerly in my classes for her 
teacher preparation program. She was in a face-to-face literacy class in the fall of 2017 
and field placement internship spring 2018.  Kristi was a small-framed, Hispanic female, 
about 23 years old. When we decided her interview date and time, she immediately 
mentioned she had a 1 ½ hour block in the morning from 10-11:30 a.m. and she would 
like to have the interview at her school. I would not be observing any of her classes or 
students, so I said that was fine and we scheduled it right away. As I arrived at Baker 
Middle school, there was no parking in the area in front of the school. She mentioned in 
our phone conversation that there was construction going on at her school, and I assumed 
a lot of the parking lot was under that constructions zone. I was about 30 minutes early, 
so I drove around the school, although was not wanting to stray too far. I found a spot on 
the side street just down from the school, parked, gathered my bag, and walked to the 
school.  
The school reminded me of my first year as a teacher. The setting was similar to 




on the existing school.  It brought a lot of memories of portables, reconstruction, and 22-
year-old anxieties of my first year of teaching. She assured me that the office staff would 
welcome me upon arrival, and they did. As I buzzed the button to gain entry, an office 
personnel staff waved me over in the right direction of the main office. I provided my 
driver’s license and the office worker provided me a sticker badge to wear. A student 
worker showed me to Kristi’s classroom, on the second floor above the office. I waited 
outside her classroom door while a few students finished up with tutorials. 
The classroom was large with a big-screen TV at the front. The desks were 
pushed together in groups of two and there were tables along the front of the room. In the 
back was a closet that included a cabinet that looked like a large computer storage unit. I 
saw a Chromebook cabinet in the corner of the room, and she had a computer station at 
her own desk, which was located in the front corner across the room from the door. The 
walls were covered in math posters and student-created math activities. Although this 
was her tutorial class, she moved around the room discussing activities the students were 
completing. She had music playing in the background, which she communicated to me 
later, was for her; she did not like the room completely silent.  
After the students left, I set up the two recording devices on the desks where we 
were sitting. I realized I did not bring an extra copy of the interview questions with me 
and asked if she wanted one. She said she could go make a copy in the next room, so she 
did and came back to start the interview. As she was reading through the consent form, I 
tested the recording devices to make sure they were recording correctly. She signed the 




Kristi was finishing her first year as a teacher, although she did not start at this 
school in October. She mentioned she had originally started as a high school teacher, but 
this school needed her, and she moved within the district. She teaches sixth grade math 
lab and seventh grade honors math. She has class sizes that range from 11 to 32. Her 
math lab had 11, which is who was there when I arrived, and her largest class was an 
honors class that included 32. We started the interview at 10:35. As I began asking the 
first question, then the intercom speaker came on with announcements. She apologized 
and said this happens at this time every day. I assured her it was fine, and we listened for 
about five minutes to the announcements.  
After the 36-minute interview, I thanked her for the good advice and appreciated 
her meeting me to be a part of the study. I mentioned I would send her the transcript for 
member checking in the mail and made sure I had her correct address. She mentioned she 
was going to teach abroad after the summer, and I was excited for her…possibly another 
aspect for future research? I packed up my recording devices, made sure I had her 
consent forms, and placed my interview notes in her folder. I thanked her again a left the 
school.  
Brooke 
Brooke was a White female, approximately 22-24 years of age, with long brown 
hair and a small frame. She completed two of my courses in her teacher preparation 
program; the literacy course was in the spring of 2018 and the field placement internship, 
fall 2018. I chose Brooke first, as one of my potential participants. I saw her teach in the 
classroom, seventh grade ELAR (English Language Arts and Reading) and remembered 




in our face-to-face literacy course included technology, digital literacies, and 
differentiated learning for all levels of learners. In her field placement, I observed her 
teach three 75-minute lessons, which included student-centered activities, notetaking with 
foldables, and videos to introduce and close the lesson. Brooke’s teaching style was very 
similar to her mentor teachers in the field placement and could take over the class lessons 
on a regular basis, two days a week, which is not usually allowed in an internship.  
Brooke decided to meet at a Starbucks close to her school in Northern-central 
Texas, since the meeting was at 5:00 pm. She provided the location in our second phone 
conversation and texted me around 4:45 p.m. to let me know she was leaving school. This 
was my second interview of the day (the first Starbucks!)and I had one more interview 
after Brooke’s. The adrenaline kept me going, although I was extremely tired. I was so 
excited to get these interviews completed and get started analyzing the data. I arrived at 
Starbucks at 4:00 pm and tried to find a secluded place to sit. There were a few tables in 
the front and one table located by the machines that made coffee, which seemed very 
loud. I chose the table closest to the machine, although around 4:45 pm, it started to get 
crowded. I was going to move, however, I stayed at the table closest to the machines, 
because there was less traffic and no other tables around. Brooke walked in right at 5:00 
pm and she smiled as I greeted her at the table. I asked her if there was somewhere else, 
she would like to sit and she said that table was fine. 
After she read the consent forms and signed them, she too asked for a copy of the 
interview questions. My audio tape recorders were ready, and we started the interview 
around 5:05. Brooke introduced herself as a seventh grade ILA (Integrated Language 




to clarify what ILA stood for and she identified it as Integrated Language Arts, which 
included teaching elements of literacy using common experiences of with pieces of 
literature - reading, writing, speaking, listening, and responding.  
As the interview concluded, I told her how much I appreciated her help and her 
discussions about digital literacies in her own classroom, as well as how much the district 
embraced it. I assured her that many districts are not all on the same page, she said she 
knew that and knew that she was lucky.  Overall, Brooke thought she mentioned good 
ideas, however, felt she did not think she was much help. She exasperated the fact of how 
tired she was, all of the time and that teaching is hard. I assured her whatever she said 
was right, because it was her thoughts and ideas. Furthermore, I offered thoughts at how 
to stay organized and sometimes, just let the grades wait. Brooke loved her mentor at the 
school and praised her ILA department, who were very supportive of everything. There 
were ten middle schools in Brooke’s district, her school being only four or five years old. 
For the most part, it is a very large district, having over one thousand new hires this year, 
Brooke being one of them.  
When Brooke was a student in the teacher preparation program in college, she 
was in the service industry as a hostess, waiter, and bartender. Brooke compared the two 
jobs, quoting, “teaching was harder that all the service industry jobs rolled into one!” She 
was humbled and honored to call her students ‘her babies’ and she would not trade places 
with anyone in the world. She felt that her calling was teaching middle level learners and 
felt very lucky and blessed to be a part of such a great district and school team. I thanked 




minutes and we wrapped it up with a good luck to us both! She left and I packed up my 
things to go to my sixth and final interview. 
Betsy 
Betsy’s interview was at 7 pm, at a Starbucks near her home3. We arrived at the 
same time and decided to sit outside because it was quieter and there were not as many 
people. While she went inside to get a drink, I set up the two recording devices and got 
out the consent forms. Betsy is a White female who just finished her first-year teaching in 
Northern-central Texas. She is tall and had her long brown hairs in a ponytail. Betsy was 
dressed in leggings, an oversized t-shirt, and tennis shoes.  I remembered Betsy as being 
well-spoken in class and knowledgeable about her content area, as well as on the cusp of 
middle level facts and findings. Betsy also wanted a copy of the interview question, after 
I read each one, so I provided her a copy. She signed the consent forms and we got 
started around 7:10. 
She introduced herself and mentioned she taught sixth, seventh, and eighth 
graders.  At the time of the interview, she was teaching blocks of six-seventh grade 
accelerated math (i.e., sixth and seventh grade curriculum in one year) course, and pre-
algebra courses, which has a mixture of seventh and eighth graders. She went on to 
explain more about accelerated math, that it was in its second year with six sections that 
were double-blocked classes. Double blocked classes are those that have double the work 
in the same amount of time and meets every day. For instance, accelerated math sixth 
graders were learning sixth and seventh grade math curriculum in one year. Betsy knew 
 




these students in the accelerated courses were working at double the pace and felt that 
some students should not be in this course.  
It is a face-paced course that many students in the sixth grade are not 
mature enough for, therefore, we have to tell them they are not going to 
cut it. You are brilliant, you’re smart, but we move at too fast of a pace for 
you. You need the extra practice and all our sixth-grade courses are 
double-blocked, so they can get those fluency aspects of math.  
Betsy enjoyed teaching the double-blocked accelerated system and visualizes the benefits 
for some students, that can handle it. She gave an example of the accelerated blocking 
curriculum, reviewing multiplication facts with fractions and decimals, which assists the 
students’ success in seventh and eighth grade years.  
Betsy considered herself an older Millennial, who has become desensitized to the 
importance of digital citizenship. She must be conscientious of making that adult step in 
acknowledging the importance of instilling digital citizenship into her learners, not just 
something she heard from her parents. Putting something on social media cannot just 
affect you now, Betsy recognized it could affect her 20 years down the road. In her 
teacher preparation program, she felt prepared in setting those boundaries early, to make 
her social media accounts private from the learners. When she entered her first 
classroom, those boundaries had already been established. Acknowledging the 
importance of planning for those next steps regarding technology in your own classroom 
was a high priority for Betsy; the importance of being prepared for all students to have 




At the close of the interview, my last and longest (i.e., one hour and two minutes) 
I asked about her year, Betsy said she was going great. Although she did not know what 
she was teaching until the week before school started. Over the summer, when someone 
asked what she was teaching, she only had one answer, “Math!”  which was difficult for 
her. Betsy told me how much fun it has been. This was the first year the eighth-grade 
math or pre-algebra groups were large enough to warrant a team of teachers. At the time 
of the interview, she was on a team with one other first-year teacher and a veteran 
teacher, who had been teaching since Betsy was alive, 21 years. She did not mention her 
age at first, until the veteran teacher mentioned it. Betsy has enjoyed growing Pre-
Algebra with a team and developing projects that other teachers did not have time to do. 
She has enjoyed getting to be creative and learning new things along the way.  
Summary 
In this chapter, I have described a narrative of the interviews with my former 
preservice teachers, who have now completed their first-year teaching. Each introduction 
includes information on the participant who was being interviewed, the subject and grade 
level that they taught, where the interview took place, the date on which the interview 
took place, how long the interview was, and a short description of the interview process. 
Chapter VII provides the interviews and cross-case analysis of my former preservice 
teachers, who are now teaching in their own classroom. I analyzed the data using Provalis 
Research – QDA miner and Word Stat. Additionally, I revisited the research questions, 








Included in this chapter are the methods of analysis used for the interview data. 
The analysis provides a detailed process of the findings generated by using the coding 
methods of keywords-in-context and word count, steered by QDA Miner and Word Stat. 
These coding methods were then applied through thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 
2006). Following the thematic analysis, I provided a cross-case analysis of all six 
participants’ interview responses. Lastly, I provided the findings to the following 
research questions: 
1. How do my former preservice teachers apply digital literacies in their 
classrooms and teaching after their teacher preparation program? 
2. How do my former preservice teachers apply digital literacies in their 
personal lives after their teacher preparation program? 
3. What intersections and disjunctures occur between how my former 
preservice teachers personally and professionally apply digital literacies? 
Uncovering Emergent Themes in the Interview 
In order to identify and analyse salient themes and patterns (Strauss & Corbin, 
1990), I analysed the data using three different analyses. To increase rigor and 
trustworthiness in the findings (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2007), and to triangulate the data, 
I employed these three methods of analysis to the participants’ interviews: thematic 
analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006), keywords-in-context (Bernard & Ryan, 2010; Leech & 




feature in QDA Miner allowed me to search the text segments of the interviews, which 
then led me to develop codes that I could then submit within keyword-in-context process 
of analysis. The coding by variable function in QDA Miner allowed me to explore the 
relationship between the codes and assigned documents, which I then applied with word 
count. The results of the Word Count method were displayed in Figures 13-15, which I 
illustrated by charts and/or graphs. Figures 16 – 19 provide results of Word Count in 
codes representing: a) old/new literacies; b) online interactions; c) online resources; and 
d) technology tools. Results key-words-in-context are displayed in Figures and Tables 3-
6.  Following word count analysis and keywords-in-context, I applied thematic analysis 
to participants’ interviews. (Add some word count and keywords) 
Word Count 
As I applied word count to my coursework data, I also applied word count to the 
interview responses of my participants. As I stated already, Leech and Onwuegbuzie 
(2007) suggested counting words to allow the researcher to understand the perspectives 
of their participants in qualitative research. I analyzed words and found codes and coded 
segments, leading to categories of the analysis, and then observed developing themes 
within the research. 
Word Count Results 
Figures 13, 14, and 15 were derived from interview participants’ responses. The 
codes developed were as follow: a) old-new literacies, b) online interactions, c) online 
resources, d) technology tools, e) additional needs, f) face-to-face interactions, and g) 
struggles. These codes emerged from word count and represented inservice teachers’ 




and application of digital literacies, and professional application in their present 
classroom. These figures represented the six selected participants’ responses to 
assignments within their teacher preparation programs and personal and professional 
applications, all analyzed by word count. Results offered an effective display of how 
participants’ answers varied relating to digital literacies’ practices in their teacher 
preparation programs, personal and professional lives. All participants connected their 
personal doings with their professional activities, observing that they research and get 
online for school, students, and classroom happenings.  
 
Figure 13. Teacher Preparation Program Word Count Analysis. Accuracy of participants’ 
digital literacy applications in their teacher preparation program. The terms in the legen 
represent their definitions and/or qualifications of digital literacies they applied in their 






Figure 14. Professional Word Count Analysis. Accuraty of participants’ digital literacy 
profession applications in their own classrooms. The terms in the legend represent their 
definitions and/or qualifications of digital literacies they applies in their classrooms as 
first year teachers.  
 
 
Figure 15. Personal Word Count Analysis. Participants’ personal accounts of their digital 
literacies, technology tools, online interactions and resources, and personal struggles.  
 
 
In Figures 16 - 19, word count results provided each participants’ recognition of their 
digital literacies regarding a) old/new literacies, b) online interactions, c) online 






Figure 16. Old/new Literacies Word Count Analysis. Another interpretation of 
participants’ old and new literacy in their teacher preparation program, personal 
applications, and professional application in their own classroom. The terms in the legend 
represent old-new literacies in all three areas that were studied.  
 
Figure 17. Online Interaction Word Count Analysis. Another interpretation of 
participants’ online interaction in their teacher preparation program, personal 
applications, and professional application in their own classroom. The terms in the legend 







Figure 18.  Online Resource Word Stat Analysis. Participants’ interpretations of online 
resources used in their teacher preparation program, personal applications, and 
professional application in their own classroom. The terms in the legend represent online 
resources in all three areas that were studied.  
 
 
Figure 19. Technology Tools Word Stat Analysis. Another explanation of participants’ 
technology tools in their teacher preparation program, personal applications, and 
professional application in their own classroom. The terms in the legend represent 
technology tools applied in all three areas studied in this research.  
 
Keywords-in-Context 
Keywords-in-context (KWIC, Fielding & Lee, 1998) was applied to the coded 
data using QDA Miner Word Stat. Keywords-in-context was the data analysis method 




and to investigate the phrases and sentences surrounding them. To use this method, I read 
through the coded data resulting from keyword retrieval and coding by variable. I 
identified keywords that were used frequently, identifying the terms surrounding each 
keyword relating to my research topic. Keywords were chosen a posteriori throughout 
the data set. By using this method, I determined the most referred to codes and entered 
the data using the “user defined” feature in QDA Word Stat. 
Keywords-in-Context Interview Results 
I read through the coded data resulting from keyword retrieval and coding by 
variable. The following key words were identified keywords and used frequently of the 
categories regarding professional and personal digital literacies, and teacher preparation 
programs. These themes developed: (a) online resources; (b) online interactions; (c) 
literacy; and (d) technology tools. Figure 20 is an example of these categories. 
 




Tables 10 - 13 provide an example of each participants’ KWIC analysis and codes 
that occurred as a result of this analysis. Online resources, online interactions, digital 
literacies, and technology tools were the themes that emerged from KWIC analysis. 
Figures 21-24 are detailed descriptions of the participants’ interview topics regarding 
these themes. Topics were then recorded and displayed in the figures below each table. 
These topics developed into themes that were applied to Thematic Analysis (i.e., the final 
analysis), completing data triangulation.  Table 10 displays participants suggested online 






Key-Words-In-Context: Table for Online Resources. 
 
Online resource coding resulted in these codes: reading online, interactive quizzes, 
power-point enhancement, interactive lessons, projects, websites, and budgeting. Figure 





Figure 21. Themes applied with thematic analysis. These topics derived from the 
participants’ interviews and developed into themes to drive the final analysis. 
 
A demonstration of the codes used to inform the theme of online interactions for 















Key-Words-In-Context: Table for Online Interactions 
 
Figure 22 depicts online interactions of the codes that emerged from the interviews from 
inservice teachers (i.e., my participants). These codes were: teachers, Netflix, parents, 





Figure 22. Themes of online interactions of participants’ in their classroom activities.  
Codes that informed the theme of “digital literacies” implementation in their classrooms 






Key-Words-In-Context: Table for Digital Literacies 
 
Note:  Digital literacies of participants and their students. 
 
 
A visual of digital literacies derived from the KWIC analysis is provided in Figure 23, 
which resulted in: personal and professional use; sharing lessons and activities; 






Figure 23. Digital literacies of participants and students in their classroom instruction and 
activities. 
 
Participants’ technology tool interactions within their classroom and students’ 
engagement are provided in Table 13. These interactions ascertained ideas of students 






Key-Words-In-Context: Table for Technology Tools 
 
 
Figure 24 portrays the ensuing tools as those applied to the classroom activities and 
interactions of teachers and students. These tools included: reading, interactive quizzes, 






Figure 24. Themes, Technology Tools 
From the results of appling keywords-in-context, the following codes informed 
the themes: a) Theme: Online Resources – simulations, reading online, interacive 
quizzes, bugeting, PowerPoint enhancement, and designed district activities;  b) Theme: 
Online Interactions – students, teachers, parents, kids, coaches, learners, emails, Spotify, 
Netflix, Google Apps, and Schoology; c) Theme: Digital Literacies  -  create, review, 
personal, professiona, old/new, share, vocabulary, homework, and turn it in; d) Theme: 
Technology Tools – motion probes, Chromebooks, iPads, laptops, iPods, TI -Nspire 
calculators, technology carts, and screen shots. 
 Word count was then applied using the previous codes with these 
accompaniments: a) additional needs, b) face-to-face interactions, and c) struggles. 
Following word count was the final triangulation of the data, thematic anlysis. This 







Thematic analysis was characterized by Boyatzis (1998) as an across method’s 
tool and Braun and Clarke (2006) argued thematic analysis “should be considered a 
method in its own right” (p. 4). Braun and Clarke (2006) set out to provide research of 
thematic analysis for researchers and teachers of psychology. They stated thematic 
analysis is a qualitative method of identifying and reporting patterns (i.e., themes) of 
selected data. Thematic analysis involves six phases of data analysis: a) familiarizing 
yourself with the data, b) generalizing initial codes, c) searching for themes, d) reviewing 
themes, e) defining and naming themes, and f) producing the report.  
Boyatzis (1992) also characterized coding as an iterative process involving the 
researcher   adjusting the analysis as ideas emerge, reflecting the data outcome. “A good 
code is one that captures the qualitative richness of the phenomenon; a good code may 
emerge from one or more original ideas” (1998, p. X). I applied the identified themes 
throughout the analysis, interpretation, and arrangement of my research. I analyzed the 
interview responses of my participants using keywords-in-context, word count, and 
thematic analysis, to triangulate the data. Table 14 provides a chart of the six phases 






Phases of Thematic Analysis 
 
Thematic Analysis Interview Results 
Braun and Clarke (2006) argued thematic analysis “should be considered a 
method in its own right” (p. 4). These researchers set out to provide investigation of 
thematic analysis for researchers and teachers of psychology. Thematic analysis is a 
qualitative method of identifying and reporting patterns (i.e., themes) of selected data 
(2006). In order to cover all the participants’ thematic analysis’ results, I explored these 
results of the transcription, coding, and analysis, of the narrative and descriptive excerpts.  
Phase one: Familiarize yourself with the data. During phase one, I transcribed 




teacher preparation coursework, personal, and classroom applications. In the analysis of 
the data from my interview questions, I provided analyses of codes and meanings of 
interest stemming from the data surrounding my past preservice teachers’ digital 
literacies definition, future practices of digital literacies, and what their future blended 
classroom environment might entail. I constantly moved back and forth between the data 
set, coding excerpts of analyzed data and data being produced. Braun and Clarke (2006) 
suggested to start taking notes and marking ideas for coding during this phase, therefore I 
began writing at step one, marking notes, ideas, and possible coding patterns, continuing 
my writing through the entire analysis method. Transcription of verbal data was needed 
in order to conduct a thematic analysis. This was key for data analysis and was 
“recognized as an interpretive act,” creating meaning, rather than just putting interview 
words onto paper (Lapadat & Lindsay, 1999). 
When conducting a qualitative research study, the researcher is the main 
instrument collecting the data (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; Onwuegbuzie, Leech, & Collins, 
2008). Therefore, taking notes, using journals, and creating visuals (i.e., posters) were the 
best options for me as the instrument that drove this study. Typing, transcribing, and 
reviewing was applied in three-to-four, five and ½ hour sessions. Ideas that transpired 
from these interviews were that of teacher preparation program, personal digital 
literacies, professional/education digital literacies, resources, interactions, and tools.  
As a result of this phase, words and phrases that became repetitive in nature 
regarded participants’ a) online resources, b) online integrations, c) old/new literacies, 
and d) technology tools. These were added as codes and applied to participants’ teacher 




Figures 25 and 26 are examples of my notes, ideas, and coding patterns of participants’ 
interview responses. 
 
Figure 25. My hand-written notes from phase one in which I was familiarizing myself 









Phase two: Generating initial codes. During the second phase, I reviewed the 
interviews and accomplished initial coding using descriptions relating to preservice 
teachers’ teacher preparation program and their personal perceptions of digital literacies. 
While studying the data, I employed Provalis Research’s (i.e., QDA Miner) keyword 
retrieval and word frequency to determine initial codes. These first-cycle codes were 
extracted from the data, allowing me to search for themes in phase three. Codes generated 
in Phase Two were results of participants’ personal beliefs regarding their digital 
literacies knowledge in their teacher preparation program, personal and professional 
practices. Coding surrounded a) resources, b) interactions, and c) tools with digital 
literacies. Data relevant to each code emerged and established ideas for Phase Three. 
Phase three: Searching for themes. During Phase Three, I reviewed the initial 
coding sequence and added more codes to search for themes relating to digital literacies 
in participants’ teacher preparation program, personal, and professional settings. These 
themes compared to those mentioned in the interview questions themselves. This 
comparison was a simple connection to those participants who were successful in 
coursework defining and applying digital literacies versus those who might have 
struggled making transitions from student to teacher using digital literacies and 
technology practices.  
I read and reread the interview data over several more weeks, in three -to-four, 
two and ½ hour sessions, transferring all the keyword retrievals and word frequencies 
onto different colored sticky notes and placed them on a poster. The poster provided me a 
visual of all the participants’ practices in their teacher preparation program, personal, and 




Additionally, I reread my research questions as a reminder to search for themes regarding 
preservice (i.e., now in-service) teachers’ digital literacies in their programs, personal, 
and professional interactions.  
An account of analyzing the codes and combing them to determine overarching 
themes is displayed in Figure 27. I thought about the relationship between the codes and 
different levels of themes. Once identified as a code, an original theme formed, which 
guided the analysis, interpretation, and arrangement of my research. Overarching themes, 
as well as, sub-themes emerged. A completed digital literacies practice list from each 
participant is in Appendix C.  
 
Figure 27. Phase Three themes developed from coding cycles. I used sticky notes for the 
codes and labeled themes with participants’ names (pseudonyms). 
 
Phase Three resulted in the following themes: teacher preparation program, personal, and 
professional use of digital literacies. Online resources, online interactions, old/new 
literacies, and technology tools, similar to KWIC and Word count results, were the 
succession of themes from participants’ individual interview results and reactions to the 
interview questions.  
Phase four: Reviewing potential themes. I reviewed potential themes as I read 




reworked codes that did not adhere to this section and revised those that were on target 
with this phase. A second part of Phase Four involved the entire data set, the validity of 
the individual themes and if those themes accurately represented the thematic approach. I 
reread the entire data set to determine if the themes related to the data set and if any other 
themes might have been overlooked from the initial coding. Reviewing codes from phase 
three provided me insight in Phase Four, as I reworked codes into themes and sub-themes 
apparent to in-services teachers’ applications: struggles in their teacher preparation 
program, personal and professional settings regarding digital literacies, other provisions 
in teacher preparation program, personal, and professional environments for the 
participants to become successful. They also provided advice for future preservice and in-
service teachers regarding digital literacies practice. 
Phase five: Defining and naming themes. Themes that emerged from the data 
sets were defined, referring to quotes and statements from participants. Simultaneously, 
themes were named with headings that provided ample support of teachers’ knowledge of 
their digital literacies in their teacher preparation program, personal, and professional 
(i.e., classroom) practices. First, I identified the ‘essence’ (Braun & Clarke, 2006) of 
what each theme was about and the aspect each theme represented. Secondly, I organized 
the consistent accounts of each theme and added the content of the data extracts to 
include narratives to identify the interests of the participants. At the end of this phase, I 
could clearly identify the scope and content of each theme. Figure 28 shows written 




Figure 28. Naming and organizing of themes in my journal notes. 
 
Themes identified from the first four phases were named and defined and they 
represent the participant’s individual thoughts on digital literacies within their classroom 
with students, parents, district employees, and themselves as the teacher of record. The 
overlying phrases that emerged are listed as follows: a) people – defined as anyone that 
works at the school, students, and parents (i.e., teachers, students, parents, kids, learners, 
and coaches); b) technology – what was used by the students, parents, and or teachers, 
that provide a tool for digital literacy application (i.e., computer, iPad, calculator, 
Chromebook, laptop); c) environment – places digital literacies were practiced (i.e., 
professional, personal, home, work); and d) digital literacies – old literacies being used 
and transferred into newer literacies for the classrooms. (i.e., applying, creating, sending). 
After the initial analysis and naming themes in phase six, sub-themes emerged. These 
sub-themes included people, technology, environment, and digital literacies. Four more 
sub-themes arose creating the applications of a) survival, b) activities, c) goals, and d) 
tools in this section. These were reported in the cross-case analysis of the participants. 
Phase six: Producing the report. This final phase was the write-up of the 
thematic analysis, to tell the story of six in-service teachers conclusively and provide 
validity of data analysis. The write-up contains evidence and examples of the importance 




they will be able to apply digital literacies in their own classrooms. After much 
deliberation and interaction with the themes, I wrote the report that included an analytic 
narrative, telling the story and providing an argument of the importance of using digital 
literacies in teacher preparation programs. In Table 15, is the 15-point checklist I applied 















Included in this chapter are the methods of analysis used for the interview data. 
The analysis provides a detailed process of the findings generated by using the coding 
methods of keywords-in-context and word count, steered by QDA Miner and Word Stat. 
These coding methods were then applied through thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 








Case-by-Case Analysis  
Chapter Overview 
I provided a cross-case analysis of all six participants’ interview responses in 
Chapter VIII. In each participants’ overview, there are figures of examples of technology 
tools or digital interactions they used in their classroom (i.e., Notability, Peardeck, and 
TI-Nspires. Tables are also supplied to share participants’ top online resources, online 
interactions, old and new literacies, and technology tools. Throughout this chapter, I tried 
to portray picture of the participants’ perceptions and ideas of their digital literacies in 
their program and what they transferred into their first year as classroom teachers. 
Introduction 
This study explored six female teachers’ perceptions of their personal and 
professional digital literacies in their past teacher preparation program and present role as 
a classroom teacher. All participants were presently teaching in Title I schools. One, 
semi-structured, 60-to-90-minute interview of each participant took place in May 2018 at 
a location convenient to the participant. Analysis of the coursework assignments, lessons, 
and discussions they produced as preservice teachers, was conducted before the 
interviews. 
The participants for this collective case study were female teachers who were 
enrolled in one or more of my courses between the 2015 - 2017 semesters. I selected six 
of my former preservice teachers who displayed personal digital literacies practices in 
personal and professional lives, as well as those who produced activities and assignments 




One of the inservice teachers who originally accepted to be in the study, decided 
not to participate. Therefore, in contrast to the five participants who felt comfortable 
using and applying digital literacies and technology in coursework, I selected one 
participant who spoke of themselves in coursework as “technically challenged.” I did 
observe her increased personal and instructional digital literacies towards the end of my 
coursework and through her three required lessons taught in her field experience 
placement.  
A camaraderie between the researcher and their participants will lead to a 
comprehensive understanding of the interviewees’ perceptions and experiences of the 
topic (Roulston, 2010). A rapport was established through the teacher preparation 
program in my courses; therefore, I was able to obtain an accurate and self-revealing 
conversation during the interview process. This rapport lead to a comprehensive 
understanding of the interviewees’ perceptions and experiences of digital literacies in 
their personal, instructional, and professional careers. I offered each participant an option 
of reading the completed interview (i.e., debriefing) after it was transcribed, to send any 
revisions or corrections back to my office mailing address. This timeline was 2-3 weeks 
and no participant chose to send any corrections. The following accounts are narrative 
and provide validity of data relating to the importance of teacher preparation programs 
providing preservice teachers practice and application of digital literacies for inservice 
teacher’s instruction and learning. After comparing coding cycle patterns derived from 
thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) with key-words-in-context (Bernard & Ryan, 
2010), and word count, several prominent codes occurred: strengths, struggles, top online 





My first participant to interview was the final participant I recruited for this study. 
Amy did not portray as strong of an understanding of digital literacies throughout 
coursework in the teacher preparation program as did the other participants, however, I 
was glad she agreed to participate. This would provide me a balance of participants with 
strong digital literacies in teacher preparation program versus those whose practices were 
not as solid. Also, Amy mentioned many times during one-on-one office hours, as an 
English Language Learner (ELL), she struggled with vocabulary in all content areas, 
especially math. Amy was in her first semester of teaching, having taught just since 
January of that year, in the same school where she did her field placement and student 
teaching. 
Amy discussed her strengths in her classroom were knowledge of setting 
expectations for her students, their assignments, and the use of laptops from a checked-
out cart shared by the sixth-grade teachers. Setting expectations, she recalled learning 
from several courses in her teacher preparation program and she believed in that student 
strategy. Amy recapped a specific assignment in my coursework where everyone worked 
on a document simultaneously (i.e., Google Doc) used that for literacy vocabulary. While 
Amy understood the instructions, she did not connect digital literacies to this assignment. 
She did not feel she received a total grasp of the concept. 
I just really didn't get much um, I just didn't really understand it (i.e., digital literacies) as 
well; I just couldn't get a good grasp of that information. And I guess now, now we are 
implementing something new, such as the TI-Nspire calculators; I personally don't know 




As the interview progressed, I could feel Amy’s struggle with words and what she 
wanted to say. She was worried her answers were not right and that she was not doing a 
good job. I reassured Amy her answers were applicable for the study and there was no 
right or wrong way to address the questions. She relaxed and wanted to continue.  
Amy started out by mentioning that several of her teacher preparation program 
courses prepared her for digital literacies in college, recalling one assignment she was 
using presently. The assignment she was using was a Google Doc vocabulary assignment. 
In this assignment, students choose a vocabulary term, post it in the shared document, 
identify the definition, provide a “friendly definition,” and finally, create a visual to 
represent the term. The vocabulary terms must deal with reading in the content area and 
diversity of students. Based on the workings of a Google Doc, students can work at the 
same time, at their own pace, and in their own chosen location.  
Amy was using this same concept that day with a lesson on financial literacy. She 
stated she created a Google Doc of financial literacy terms where they researched, 
worked collaboratively, and controlled their working pace, all a part of this assignment. 
The students were searching for definitions for vocabulary terms (i.e., loan, grant) and as 
she explained what they were doing, I realized she was teaching digital literacies at the 
same time. She validated that learning about vocabulary and its importance in her teacher 
preparation program, in which she focused on in her present lessons in teaching math. In 
coursework, Amy used digital literacies when preparing and delivering her lessons, and 
now, in her classes, she follows the same practices.  
The teachers in the sixth-grade wing shared a cart of laptops and when she used 




communicated the assignment tasks and procedures to the students, and she provided 
enough instruction for them to complete the assignment without instruction on the laptop, 
because students were already fluent in using the laptops from other classes. Again, I 
mentioned to her how these actions and activities were all digital literacies that she was 
implementing in her classroom. Amy indicated that she wished her teacher preparation 
program provided a way to help her grasp the concept of digital literacies and explain 
how it was applied. She mentioned just talking during the interview, gave her more of an 
idea of how digital literacies are defined. She inferred implementing the strategies, as she 
was doing in the present, gave her a better grasp on the ideas of implementing digital 
literacies in her classes.  
The school where she teaches implemented the TI-Nspire calculator for students 
in math and science, a class set for each teacher. She discussed the great opportunity that 
it was to have this “small tablet” to use for tests quizzes, and worksheets. The best part, 
she mentioned is that they can work at their own pace, which she said was very 
important. She would have students who were not ready to move on, or better yet ready 
to move forward before she went over the questions when not using these tools. These 
calculators give the opportunity of the students move at their own pace. She confirmed 
her lack of knowledge with the TI-Nspire calculator. She was unsure of how to use them 
completely and stated she only had one hour of training. Amy concluded that if she had 
been trained in those calculators in college, she would have been better prepared for 
using them now.  
The top four classroom interactions from the analyzed coursework data were 




know what they used in their classrooms. I included the participant’s answers in Table 16 
to provide a better understanding of analyzed data.  
Table 16 
Amy’s classroom interactions 
 
When preparing for instruction, Amy said that she used whatever materials and 
resources that the instructional coaches give her. She indicated the instructional coaches 
put everything in Google Classroom and that she really tried to use everything that works 
for her students. She recognized that not all students learned the same4; however, she 
stated that she wants to challenge her students, in addition to helping them become 
successful. Students were able to use a set of classroom textbooks for instruction, 
although Amy said she used notes and foldables for their journals, which they can take 
home and study. I asked her if she used Google Classroom and she alluded to her time 
and how she has not had much time to explore. Consequently, she said that she has not 
been able to share information with her students in her own Google Classroom, although 
she replied, “creating a Google Classroom was definitely on her future agenda.” 
When interviewed about how much time she her students spent on using digital literacies 
in the classroom versus at home, or an average, Amy reported, “Every single day!”  
 




When they really come to school, they know what to do. Sometimes they 
even tell me, “Hey, we have to do it like this.” They sometimes give me 
ideas of how it works, so I feel like they use it every day. Some of the 
students do use it at home, although I can see that some don’t have the 
resources or tools for that. I can tell some of those, and those are the ones 
that actually, they come and ask me, they need help. They work on it at 
school, in PAWS (I never caught the acronym), advisory time. 
I asked Amy to rank the integration of students’ use of digital literacies in 
instruction, research, and presentations from one to three with three being the highest. 
Her rankings verified that she used digital literacies most in teaching and instruction for 
her students. I asked her to provide examples if she could. Amy responded how hard it 
was to think right then and asked for more examples. I elaborated about doing instruction, 
she had written things on the board, and she had a calendar of what each class period was 
doing for the day, and that they could use the laptops or their phones. She mentioned one 
student did ask to use his phone; however, it was a school rule that they cannot use their 
cell phones.  
Amy was adamant about following school policy and they had laptops and TI-
Nspire calculators to use for that specific assignment. She validated the calculators had 
no Internet access; therefore, the students would not have much of a distraction. She 
concluded that some teachers did let their students use their phones and the students say, 
“Well my other teachers let me use it,” which confused them. Again, she stated she tried 




Another topic we discussed was personal versus professional digital literacies – 
how did she compare her personal digital literacies to the ones she used for professional 
application? Amy compared her personal to her professional digital literacies as very 
similar entities. She used them when she communicated with teachers and parents. 
Contacting and communicating with parents was considered the same thing in her eyes; 
she applied them the same way. She contacted parents through emails and phone calls. 
Her personal preference in contacting parents was a phone call from her cell phone 
because she said it was more personal. She perceived emails put out a tone, which can 
cause a misunderstanding; when writing she said she must be careful to write everything 
just the correct way and hearing the tone and words are different than reading them on an 
email. The teachers used Remind, which is a text or email alert system, for parents to be 
notified of what is going on at the school, such as events, emergencies, or canceled 
classes. 
When questioned about online or face-to-face classroom community platforms 
she participated in, she jumped right in with ‘town-hall meetings.’ She was animated as 
she described the town-hall meetings. These meetings involved teachers gathering and 
consulting about adjustments needing to be made, what students are doing, and the 
different goings-on in the hallways. They discussed seventh and eighth grade happenings, 
compared sixth grade issues and how they could overcome the problems. She said 
everyone was very positive and it all came together. They worked as a team to fix the 





They currently were running two planning periods, which helped her stay 
connected to her team, one is in the morning and the other in in the afternoon. Amy 
mentioned the met with parents a lot during these times, to accommodate the parents’ 
schedules. Every classroom had a phone that could connect to the outside or office, which 
helped with less interruptions over the loudspeaker. I found it interesting that they did not 
use bells, except for the start and end of the day. She speculated that students were 
abusing ‘lining up’ or ‘packing up’ before the teacher dismissed them, and that 
eliminated a lot of the problem. 
When discussing any issues with technology or restrictions in the school, she was 
unsure about any restrictions. She mentioned that some districts block social media 
websites, although the only thing that was a restriction was when her whole computer 
went out and nothing would work. She called an Instructional Technician (IT) person, on 
the staff, to fix the issues. Unfortunately, it took a whole class period for someone to 
work on it. Instead, she resorted to writing on the board, talking to the students, with 
them listening, and then attempting to provide visuals for them (e.g. old and new 
literacies). 
One assignment she named excitedly was a money lesson the students had been 
working on in class. They used the laptops and online websites to answer questions she 
had created regarding money and spending. The students typed in the website, searched 
the page, and answered the questions – they did their own research, read the instructions, 




They had to know how to open a webpage, they had to know how to click on the video, 
most of the kids already know that. It's not like when I was younger too, where they had 
to teach us - use your mouse. Kids already know everything. It's really simple now. 
Amy mentioned how she used old literacies – writing, reading, listening, and 
responding – with her students and assignments. As she discussed her students 
responding to her questions and their classroom discussions, she did not relate these to 
any new literacies or digital literacies. Although Amy had some great ideas of how she 
was implementing digital literacies in her assignments and classroom, she did not 
recognize that they were actual digital literacy practices. I listened to her explain the use 
of TI-Nspire calculators and her lack of knowledge of using them, it was clear she was 
not confident in what she ‘thought’ she was supposed to be doing with technology. This 
provided me ample areas of discussions I need to have with preservice teachers regarding 
what digital literacies and new literacies consist of regarding educational application.  
When referring to her top online resources, Amy highly regarded the math 
instructional coaches, who provided the teachers with activities and lesson plans within a 
Google Classroom school document. These activities were often altered by Amy to fit the 
needs of her striving students and to challenge her higher-level students’ critical thinking. 
The students used their journals for review, as they include notes and foldables from 
daily activities. They had a textbook in the classroom; however, it is not online.  
Amy mentioned again that she was just finishing her first ½ year of teaching, so 
she relied mostly on what the instructional coaches provided for her and what other 
teachers shared. A financial literacy assignment was something Amy’s students were 




as well as Google Classroom. Google Classroom was where her colleagues housed many 
of their instructional practices and lesson plans. Amy had not had the time to investigate 
any personal or professional activities within Google Classroom, although she was 
interested in learning more what her district provided and planned to research it when she 
had more time for planning.  
Her personal use of digital literacies was compared to communication in 
professional usage in the classroom. Amy stated communication was something she saw 
that crossed over both personally and professionally. She used cell phones and school 
phones to communicate with parents, however, students were not allowed to use cell 
phones in the classroom. Amy liked to hear actual voices when talking with parents, 
because of the professional tone and conversation. She could make sure her point was 
getting across on a phone call, unlike in an email or text message. Communication within 
the school involved Remind 101 and town-hall type meetings for teachers to discuss 
upcoming events, issues with students, and lesson planning instruction. 
If she were addressing future teachers in a teacher preparation program, Amy 
would advise them to set their expectations early and be consistent. She applauded the 
teacher preparation program where she was enrolled, recalling several times she read or 
heard a professor state, “Set your expectations early and make sure you know what you 
want your kids to know.”  Upon entering her first classroom, Amy’s initial introduction 
involved setting expectations and letting students know the activities for that day. She 
stated the kids come in anxious of what is going on around them; so, setting the 
expectations and explaining what was happening that day, they can prepare themselves. 




expecting. Make sure you are doing what I’m asking you to do.” She realized it took a lot 
of time in the class, during the class period, to share her expectations with her students, 
although her days went much smoother. 
Although Amy was certainly a willing participant to be interviewed, she seemed 
to lack confidence in what I was asking about digital literacies and what she applied in 
the classroom. She recalled several times when she learned about setting expectations 
from the TPP, so she felt that was the best to advice to offer future educators.  
I think that if…just make sure you are very clear with your expectations, I mean students, 
sometimes before, they know what to do and even though students are well aware of what 
the technology is and how to use it, they still require very clear expectations. Breaking 
down, baby steps, as if you were to teach in kindergarten, they need that. Then they ask, 
they are left with a lot of questions. They don't know sometimes, sometimes they don't 
think of, well how do you turn this computer off, some kids don't know, because they 
don't have those tools. So, we need to actually show them. 
Amy’s statement regarding students’ metacognitive skills, was very concrete. 
Amy felt emphatic about modeling visual and physical skills and to make sure students 
were applying them in the classroom. “It starts with the teacher modeling,” according to 
Amy. However, she stressed the importance of setting student expectations to assist her 
students, again, as a tool to guide the days’ outcome. 
Jana 
My second participant to interview was Jana, who was the first participant to 
agree to be involved in the study. I knew I wanted her participation because of her 




lesson plans in coursework. Jana was finishing her first year at a title one school in the 
Southeast region of Texas, where she taught sixth grade science, with an eighth-grade 
tutorial class.  
Jana recalled the comparison of online platforms in her TPP to what she used in 
the classroom. Her district used Canvas as their communication and because of the 
background of using a similar program in her TPP, she applied many of those activities in 
her classroom. Her students used discussion posts, looked at videos or chapters in a book, 
calling it her “teacher report card.”  
At the end of each unit, I'll create a discussion and I ask them questions about 
what did you learn, how did you do it?  I'll put a video about our next unit. So, we'll do a 
lot of discussion posts that way. We don't do a ton of assignments on there, but I do put 
coursework up there, notes, reviews, homework. They answer them in class, when they 
are done with the test. And leave it open for one to two days because what we'll do the 
day after a test, is a test analysis. We'll go through the test with partners, and they'll come 
to like a common agreement, a common answer. If there is time, we'll go back to it. So, I 
kind of use that as feedback for "this was good, OK, this was not good. I did one right 
before spring break, they all went home, ‘This is what we did for spring break!’  
She complimented her teacher preparation program and coursework assignments 
as they use a similar online platform called Canvas in their district. I looked up Canvas’ 
website and discovered this definition – an online platform that makes teaching and 
learning (and implementation and adoption and student success and bragging to your 
non-Canvas-using peers) easier. The background of the online platform that was used in 




chapters in a book. At the end of her science units, she said that created a discussion and 
asks questions about what her students learned or how they learned or posts a video to 
preview the next unit. She provided notes, reviews, and homework using the Canvas 
online platform. Concluding the unit posttest, they answer the discussions or questions in 
class, then complete a test analysis. They shared the tests with partners, then decide on a 
mutual answer. She was very proud of this application and how they provided feedback 
on what needed to be worked on in the future to be for her students to be successful.  
Jana listed digital literacies, or what she believed to be digital literacies that 
included test reviews, keys for assignments, notes, and online resources. The teachers 
were showing students how to establish credible resources, in which they discovered just 
that day that Google images were not a reliable source. She started thinking and paused, 
saying, “I feel like there are so many things about the program I remember, but do not 
recall.” I assured her that we could come back to the question or that an answer might 
‘pop’ up when I ask other questions. I let her think another 30 seconds and she stated that 
she uses the TEKS (Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills) app all the time. She 
downloaded the TEKS app in her teacher preparation program for lesson planning, and 
said she used it in the data meetings and where she opened the app to find the 
corresponding TEKS with the lessons, which made planning easier.  
Activities that she applies digital literacies to in her classroom involved more 
hands-on, rather than a lot of technology. One of her teacher preparation courses prepared 
her for an online simulations resource she learned as “P.H.E.T” (i.e., the letters spelled 
out). PhET Interactive Simulations, a project created at the University of Colorado, 




some concepts the students can not actually see (i.e., the earth rotating around the Sun), 
although they can manipulate and do some cool things through the simulations.  
Looking back to her first full year as a science teacher, she compared what she 
learned in the teacher preparation program to things she needed to know as a first-year 
teacher; however, most of it she made mention, were district-type actions. Activities such 
as putting things into a lesson plan-district website were important to her. Jana mentioned 
that the structure and inclusion of district happenings could not really be ‘taught’ in the 
teacher preparation program. Jana said that she never learned how to format, spreadsheet 
programs like Excel, or word processing like Word . She used Google Slides frequently, 
although she semi-taught herself how to use that program. She suggested that this might 
be old-school, but formatting was something she did daily and was struggling with it, 
recalling not a lot of training in her college years. Jana remembered a college class, 
involving only technology. She remembered the professor’s name; although, she 
indicated that the course did not seem up to date, because of ever-evolving technology. 
Jana speculated that she learned Quizlet in college; however, everyone had moved 
onto the next level (i.e., Quizletlive or Quizziz). She recalled Quizletlive as a team-
collaboration game using non-verbal skills. The students had a hard time not “screaming 
out answers,” which she mentioned as a plus in learning non-verbal communication. She 
had many videos of them pointing, gesturing, etc. - she said it was her favorite, engaging 
technology tool.  
It is engaging! They use their iPad, and it is not just repeating a skill over 
and over. Quizletlive is an upgrade. Anything else that can engage the 




to learn in my teacher preparation program, just that technology changes 
so quickly. I learned how to use the Smartboard in college, however, what 
if the district did not have Smartboard technology? Therefore, learning it 
would be pointless. 
When asked about turning in lesson plans, the district had a portal where they are 
housed, as well as the T-TESS (Texas Teacher Evaluation and Support System), 
professional development, and assessment data. The portal was Eduphoria 
(http://www.eduphoria.net/) and only worked on Google Chrome. After getting ‘sling-
shot’ out fifty times on Internet Explorer, she learned it only worked on Google Chrome. 
She said Google was her search engine of choice. Jana recalled creating a Twitter account 
in my course. Her district was huge with Twitter, “Everything is Twitter.” She created 
one for her school to promote field trips, lessons, engaging classroom creations; to 
showcase what they are doing in class. After trying to create her school account, Twitter 
popped up saying she already made a Twitter account. She was excited to remember that 
she did it in my course! That was something she was thinking about before the interview 
and was glad she brought it up.  
I was glad she mentioned it then, because it weaved with the next question. I 
asked Jana her top two classroom interactions for teachers and students including the four 
categories listed in Table 17. I explained each category and she misunderstood the 
question, answering which of the four categories were the top two. She perceived online 
interactions and old/new literacies and wanted those explained again. I provided her 
examples of old literacies being reading and writing, where new literacies would be 




the digital literacies being the tools they apply to it. I applied the simulation tool they use 
in class as the example of online interactions.  
Table 17 
Jana’s classroom interactions 
 
Jana recalled simulations as her top online interactions. She explained there were 
over 100 active simulations, so the instructional technologist (IT) broke it down to what 
the teachers wanted the most. They created a student-guided ‘worksheet’ where students 
click on the boxes if they chose this answer or this box if they went this route. It was on 
the devices (i.e., iPads), which she reported it seemed to help students recall the lessons 
frequently. A student brought an example of mass and force, asking to go to the 
‘skateboard’ activity simulation, and she recalled that they did that, “forever ago,” yet, 
still remembered and made a great connection. They did simulations on minerals, 
describing a diamond in class.  
With the simulation, guided questions, and reflections the students provided at the 
end of a unit, Jana connected this to responding in both online interactions and new 
literacies. The students explored the simulation site, continued with the guided questions, 
and reflected on their learning. This was the first time she remembered students doing it 
on their own. She loved that she could just ‘chill’ and sit in the lab; they did not need her, 




with myself?” The students mentioned it was the best day ever! She loved that! I 
remembered Jana doing that in her lessons in field placement II, in the teacher 
preparation program. She never sat down as long as the students were in the room. If they 
were engaged in an experiment, she was walking around asking questions about their 
finding.  
For online resources, she mentioned Edphoria and STEMscopedia for print-out 
readings for instruction. The students would log into STEMscopedia and the 5E lesson 
plans (engage, explore, explain, elaborate, and evaluate) were already created for them. 
When I asked her about the quality of the lessons, she said they were not always the best, 
although they were applicable for students who need interventions. She said she used the 
vocabulary lessons for her students in special education (SpEd) or English Language 
(EL) students for practicing and writing. My hypothesis of her district was that they were 
in high demand of technology and digital literacies usage, and she agreed 100%. She 
added that the professional development meetings contained a lot of technology practices, 
which she was “all about!” 
In contrast to heavy technology usage, Jana did introduce the fact that it was 
important to unplug; to take breaks from technology. Her sixth graders did not have a 
problem with putting their phones in their backpacks until they were needed, which was a 
rule in her class. However, she was involved with eighth-grade tutorials in advisory for 
STAAR, at the time of the interview, and they were not as motivated. “I can’t, not be on 
my phone!” the students would tell her. It was a huge difference she said between the two 
grades, “I just reminded them to put it away, they needed to be on track with tutorials and 




school, she is in the sixth grade and can get on their phones to listen to music when 
working independently, then can get on them for ‘whatever’ when they are finished with 
their work. I mentioned I was not happy about that, she needed to be reading or taking 
notes, not playing on her phone! In Jana’s classroom, she has a ‘Double Tapping Rule’ – 
if she saw double tapping, they do not get to use them anymore. 
Although she had already mentioned online resources (i.e., STEMscopedia), she 
referred to YouTube as her top resource to prepare for instruction and student use in 
coursework. Jana used a lot of videos when she was unsure of something in science. She 
was not in attendance the last two weeks last two weeks of school where she was student 
teaching in sixth-grade science. She had already graduated, and they were not required to 
attend. All the science units ahead of that, she sailed through during her first year of 
teaching, because she previously taught it during student teaching. The unit ‘space’ she 
recalled she knew little information, so she looked up space videos and studied them. She 
looked for things like, “Why is the moon not a planet?” She knew her students would be 
very curious, and she wanted to be on top of ‘space.’ She could answer those questions 
with ease, knowing she studied them on YouTube Videos.  
The most interesting (i.e., to me) online resource tool she used was the Amazon 
Alexa (i.e., a cylindrical smart home speaker imbued with artificial intelligence: 
Amazon.com). Jana was unsure whether that was considered an online resource, or a 
tool, I mentioned I thought it was both. Her sister gave it to her for Christmas and I 
declared that I thought it would be a great teacher gift. She talked about the quality of 
the speaker and how she had issues with turning Alexa off. She had lost her voice at 




noise to ask her to stop. Her physical classroom she recalled as large, so setting a timer 
or music playing, normally, she just told Alexa to turn off. She used the Alexa speaker 
for peaceful, classical piano music from Spotify to keep background noise in the 
classroom. 
I asked about her student interactions with online resources. Jana mentioned 
they used simulations and responding with an ISN (Interactive Student Notebook), 
which used to be Interactive Science Notebook. Other content areas at her school took 
over the ISN, so it was renamed ‘Interactive Student Notebook.’ She was surprised that 
these notebooks were left in the classroom and students did not refer to them as a 
resource as often Jana would like to see. Another resource she used were ‘Speed-
Sheets’ which she recalled as, “Heaven-sent, the best things ever.” Consequently, Jana 
compared it to pulling teeth at the onset of introducing them. ‘Speed-Sheets’ were ½ 
sheets of paper with the current topic on front and an older concept on the back. They 
were finishing the rock cycle, so she explained the rock cycle was on the front of the 
speed sheet, where the students labeled the arrows in the cycle.  
They built upon the topic throughout the week, so the students were getting a 
review daily. They reviewed for quizzes with these sheets, then questions were 
generated for the tests. They were doing a test analysis and a girl responded, “I know 
this because of the “Speed-Sheets!’ Jana countered to me, “Oh yeah, they work!” 
Because of these speed-sheets, they knew their stuff, recollecting they memorized the 
sheets from Monday – Friday. “By Friday, they know it,” she mentioned excitedly. She 
identified that as an awesome resource, although she mentioned it not being an online 




Sheet’ was the tool to drive instruction. Jana told me they placed them in their binder, 
or sometimes they ended up on the floor. She was not concerned with that because they 
already knew the information, “Which is awesome!” she said. I told her she should 
record her students being introduced to speed-sheets, then again after the master them. 
She can prove they work by showing how they complained about three-minutes, then 
how they mention they know a test answer because of the sheets. She already planned 
to do that the first day of school next year. She wanted to record their reactions, “What? 
What do I do?” We agreed it was a great plan. 
Jana estimated her students spent a ‘good amount of time’ in advisory, using 
digital literacies in the classroom. When the students did not have tutorials, they used 
Canvas for homework. Different grade levels used different means of homework – 
seventh grade completes homework online, sixth grade turns in homework on paper. 
Since many sixth graders did not have personal, hand-held devices at school, she 
mentioned paper was just as efficient. By seventh and eighth grade, most of the 
students had a personal device at school, thus, online homework turn-it-in worked. She 
recalled reading, writing, and math teachers prepared a lot of stuff online for their 
students.  
When she greeted everyone at the door with a handshake, which she learned in 
her teacher preparation program, she looked them in the eyes, and said, “Phone in your 
backpack? Any food or gum in your mouth?” They say, “Yes, then no.” She shook their 
hand and they went in the classroom. She did not start this trend until October and 
surprisingly, the whole dynamic of the class changed; they got their act together – her 




During her seventh-grade lunch duty, Jana started a recycling unit at the school. 
She viewed the big recycling section during lunch duty, and saw people using it. Jana 
was emphatic that students used digital literacies at home, all the time, especially cell 
phones.  Although they did not have them out in the classroom, they did at lunch. 
Students were sitting across the table, Snap Chatting each other, and trying to find her 
iPhone connection. She already changed her name on her iPhone to a pseudonym, 
because she was trying to be anonymous, to bribe a kid she was babysitting to behave. He 
liked the dog from a movie, so she named her iPhone after that dog, and would say, “We 
can text (insert name of dog from the movie) today if you are good.” So, no one could 
recognize her and find her iPhone. Students were always airdropping her pseudonym 
weird pictures and memes and selfies. She thought to herself, “Ya’ll have no idea this is 
me! If you knew it was me…hahaha!” They had weird names too; she was unaware of 
who they were when they airdropped her.  She mentioned ‘find-a-friend’ as a tool, and I 
mentioned Life 360.These are online apps to locate your family and friends. She said a 
lot of her parents used Life 360 and indicated that would be good to use on a field trip or 
University Interscholastic League (UIL)5 event.   
In regard to her integration of digital literacies in the classroom, I asked Jana to 
rank these from one to three (i.e., three being the highest) – instruction (you), research 
(students), and presentations (students). At first, she mentioned all three as a tie. 
Although regarding research, she narrowed it down to the sites the students viewed, 
recalling a time when students visited a website to pick a planet to research. The students 
all used Google images at first. Then she reminded them to use the videos she provided – 
 
5University Interscholastic League is organization that creates rules for and administers almost all athletic, 




videos of (.org or .gov) for this research activity. Her students had just started developing 
their research habits, and asked what websites were safest. In short, she reminded them to 
check the ending for (.org or .gov) or even NASA, reassuring them they were on the right 
track. 
Jana wavered between presentations and instruction, as her number two 
interaction with digital literacies in the classroom. The students were given a choice of 
presentation tools (i.e., Flipgrid, posters, Google Slides), although she used a lot for 
instruction as well. The sixth-grade teachers all used the simulations and videos for their 
instruction and planning. She gave an example of Black Holes, in which created curiosity 
in her students as they studied the layers of the Earth. They asked, “is the Earth flat?” I 
had to show them videos and talked about why the Earth was not flat. “You cannot say 
that in this room!”  she emphasized. They all tried to tease her with funny things on 
Instagram that were jokes about the Earth being flat. She meticulously stated to her 
students, “The Earth is not flat, let’s move on from this!” 
When comparing her personal digital literacies to her professional application in 
the classroom, she cited them as being similar. When she was unsure of the topic of a 
lesson unit, she watched YouTube videos that had studies on the topic. She recalled doing 
that personally, as well. When she was curious about something, she listened to podcasts 
or watched videos. It helped her with school, when she was planning, which occurred a 
lot at home. She was unsure about the comparison between personal and professional 
actions online; however, stated again, she felt like they were similar. 
The blended (i.e., face-to-face and online) community platforms she was involved 




laughed when mentioning her worst teacher mistake so far was sending a ‘Week at a 
Glance’ out to parents but provided the wrong title – ‘WEED at a Glance.’ Jana was used 
to auto correct on her phone, so she was not prepared for the computer not to correct it. A 
parent send a response email stating, “I almost deleted the email titled ‘Weed at a 
Glance,’ but then I opened it because I saw your name.” She recalled being mortified! 
She responded how sorry she was and that it was supposed to be WEEK at a Glance. She 
now triple-checked her emails, especially week. She did let her assistant principal (AP) 
know about the mistake, especially since it was her first email to parents – she said they 
could laugh about it now, but not then.  
In addition to those platforms, they used distributive list (DL) 6 emails to faculty, 
although she was not exactly sure what the distributive list (DL)stood for, stating she 
should know that! However, she did know the emails went over the whole campus, and 
decided she was going to look that up when she returned to campus. She was unaware of 
how to send a distributive list (DL) email. Jana recalled that if something was an 
emergency, she texted at the last minute that something was happening and she needed 
help – “my lab is falling apart, I need help” – and that would be to her Instructional 
Technology (IT) person. 
Given the statements about how her district was an advocate for teachers and 
students’ technology use, I was curious about any restrictions she encountered with 
technology. However, she did mention that because they were not a STAAR tested 
subject, the sixth-grade classes had six iPads per classroom, versus 16 in the eighth grade, 
 
6 I looked up DL after the interview and remembered it representing a distributive list. Distributive List - a 
feature of an email client program that allows a user to maintain a list of email addresses and send 




which she cited as a restriction. Eighth grade was a STAAR tested subject. They were a 
Title I school, therefore they received more money for funding and technology, although 
she did not have a full set of iPads in her classroom. Jana’s largest class had 26 students 
and trying to use six iPads was difficult. If it was something spur-of-the-moment, she 
mentioned she had four students with cell phones. They had 10 devices to share and 
‘buddy’ up with. If it was something she had prepared for, there was no issue of 
borrowing iPad from teachers in seventh and eighth grades, especially from the teacher 
across the hall. This teacher went through new training at the district level with Jana and 
they referred to each other as ‘best friends forever’ (BFFs). She was excited to state they 
would both be teaching sixth-grade science the following year. 
Other tools she mentioned, under all categories, were the use of motion probes 
that connected to computers, going through motions and other activities. One unit they 
were studying used these motion probes for movement. “Walk backwards; spell a letter in 
the alphabet,” Jana recalled these few things the probes could do. She recalled that day 
as, “being a good day!” They also provided them with temperature probes; however, they 
had not used these yet at the time of the interview. 
Finally, I asked Jana about addressing future teachers and/or veteran teachers, and 
she had a lot of good advice.  
I think the advice I’d probably give, is find the time to use it (technology) 
but find the time to detach from it. Because there is only so much, they 
can learn from doing something online. But like the experiences and 
moments they have in class, actually fact interactions, you see more of the 




even if they are doing stuff with technology and I’ll partner them up so 
they can talk about it. Really big on talking on wheat we are learning 
about and I hear like really good conversations and questions. It’s just a lot 
of now, a lot of people are pushing too much technology. And they are 
like, we want to be up to date, be the best district. It’s just sometimes 
overwhelming.  
Jana mentioned going ‘Old-School’ again, when she had students getting pencil and 
paper out. She remined them they need to know how to do paper activities as well. When 
comparing technology to paper and pencil, she asked the students questions, – “What if 
your phone is dead? What will you do?” She wanted to teach them the ‘art of detaching’ 
because they needed that calming period, that down time, where they did not worry about 
who was posting what or who was talking about this or that. Adding, her students needed 
to stop and take a breath, focus on the now – she smiled stating they had a good time 
doing that. “I like technology a whole lot, but sometimes it is too much,” she reiterated. 
To sum up our interview, she restated how digital literacies were the reading, 
writing, responding and tools were the technology teachers and students use for the 
engagement, to be active thinkers and learners. The activities she recalled with discussion 
boards, even if the students wrote them down versus online, were digital literacies; 
talking to each other face-to-face was just different. She added, “communication.” I 
applauded her for that word, stating that was important as a teacher to communicate with 
students and have them communicate with each other. She discussed the test analysis 
assignments again, explaining they could only write 2-3-word answers on how they 




reminded her students they could not just repeat what they had written. This had students 
replying and discussing so much more. Jana recollected that classroom discourse allowed 
connections between students and that discourse allowed more information from 
students.  
Since she completed her intern field placement II in the school where I was 
currently observing, we discussed different activities she remembered that involved 
writing and reading, in the non-traditional sense. I mentioned Moon Monday, and she 
excitedly added that she remembered Moon Monday in her intern science classroom. Her 
students were to view the moon cycle and its phases at that point of the year. A math 
teacher used Writing Wednesday, and she said she loved that idea, especially since you 
do not see a lot of typical writing in a math class. 
At the closing of the 47-minute interview, I thanked her again for agreeing to be a 
participant. I asked her if anything else related came to mind as we were going through 
the questions. She stated no. I reminded her I would transcribe the interview and send it 
to her personal address, which is where she chose to have it sent. She asked if I still 
wanted her TTESS and I said that I did and thanked her for bringing it. She provided one 
walk-through, one Instructional/Learning Environment Walkthrough, and one 
Observation - Entire Process, evaluations. She was excited about her final observation 
TTESS, recalling an Escape Room activity, using real lockers and locker combinations at 
the school. She said this lesson was one of her favorites, although she was shocked 
students did not know how to do combinations on lockers. The second time she did the 
lesson, she reminded them the day before, “right, left skip once, right,” stating they 




they got it this time and screamed, “Yeah!”  I added the struggle my daughter had with 
locker combinations and she recanted how these students have a ‘I give up’ attitude, a 
lack of integrity. Jana tried to encourage them and say, “Do not give up, try harder!” She 
tried to give them motivation! We said our goodbyes and I left for the next “Starbucks” to 
complete my third interview. 
Kelly 
At the time of the study, Kelly was completing her first year of teaching. She said 
she felt very prepared from her college courses, where she was exposed to lots of types of 
technologies. Some examples she provided were websites like Kahoot she already knew 
about, although the more it was discussed in class, she realized there were more websites 
and other methods of taking in student data. She recalled learning more websites in her 
teacher preparation program, than what she brought into the courses. The assignments 
and activities online were something she was proficient in at the onset of the teacher 
preparation program. However, learning how to use and operate the websites that were 
introduced, posed a challenge in her own classroom application. Her preference would be 
to incorporate technology more, although the lack of tools in her school, hindered that. 
She mentioned teacher preparation programs with more instruction using technology 
could be beneficial to all educators.  
All the social studies and English teachers had iPad and Laptop carts; however, 
math and science did not have the same opportunity within the classroom technology. In 
her large district, four iPad carts were available for check out. The challenges were iPad 
carts were divided between eight or more teachers; therefore, whenever Kelly signed up 




available. At the time of the interview, Kelly’s school was trying to get a bond passed for 
every teacher to have their own iPad cart. The bond election was the following day.  “I 
really hope it passes, so I can do more technology like that,” she stated as she clapped her 
hands.7  
I was curious at what point her students began bringing their own devices from 
home. She stated seventh graders started coming into class with them, although it’s not 
consistent enough for instruction. Kelly ran into Wi-Fi issues, when trying to use 
personal devices, and there was zero internet access in her room with devices other than 
school issued. To emphasize how much she wanted to use technology, she tried asking 
the students who had cell phones to buddy up. Issues arose with students’ phones being 
able to display quizzes, or screens showing black outs. There was a cell phone policy at 
her school, where students kept their phones ‘out-of-sight.’ Therefore, students who 
chose to bring their phones out-in-sight, had to pay $15 for abusing phone privileges. 
Kelly viewed iPad as a lesser distraction than cell phones. 
Kelly recalled the ease of using iPad carts, with zero issues in technology or lack 
of technology.   
If one iPad did not work, there were usually 5 -10 extra. There was also an 
IT (instruction technology) person on campus who would come as soon as 
I called with an issue; I was very grateful for this. If the bond passed, 
every teacher would receive and iPad cart of our own - a permanent cart 
that stayed my room all the time would be exciting. I want to do more with 
my classes and technology.  
 




In her school itself there were over 1,300 students, with five other middle schools in the 
same district. Another school would be built if the bond passed. Her largest class that 
year was 26 students, which she mentioned being a high number. In her teacher 
preparation program, she completed her field placement two placement at a large school, 
although she did not recall her classes being as large as her first year as teacher of record.  
During her coursework, she felt she was prepared to use the websites, not just 
exposed to them, actually learning how to use them. She recalled submitting assignments 
through our online platform and the different websites used with assignments. Overall, 
she said that when you are actively involved versus being shown how to do something, 
the results are positive – teachers needed to provide a model of how it works. Kelly was 
pleased with the teacher preparation program and felt prepared to go into the classroom, 
stating it was only the struggle of first year trials.  
Kelly put the onus on herself about not using digital literacies as much as she 
wanted, stating, “It’s just my first year; I am trying to survive!” After this discussion, she 
mentioned one of her goals for over the next few years was to incorporate more 
technology. She focused on vocabulary and math with her students, although tying 
technology and reading into it was hard at times, alluding again to the struggles of first 
year of teaching. My favorite line I’ve heard about teaching middle level learners was 
‘sink or swim.’ When I mentioned that might be what she was feeling, she said that was 
it!  
Referring to classroom interactions, I asked Kelly to label her top two digital 
literacies in each category: online resources, online interactions, old/new literacies, and 




interactions of each section of each. I assured her it was however she wanted to address 
the question. In Table 18, you will see Kelly’s top choices of online resources and 
technology tools. 
Table 18 
Kelly’s classroom interactions 
 
Pear Deck was her top online resource, premium version that her district already 
purchased. This resource enhanced Power Points to make them interactive. Pear Deck 
provides surveys, polls, and quizzes to her students. They voted, yes or no to complete an 
Exit Ticket. Another source she used within Pear Deck was a vocabulary interactive 
activity called Flashcard Factory. The students worked in pairs with provided premade 
vocabulary cards; one student made an illustration, and the other student put a definition 
in their own words, using the iPads. She identified the students were doing the work, 
which she considered a great resource.  
While the districts’ main device was the iPad, they did have one set of Clickers 
per class. This tool was used in her math class for warm-up questions at the beginning of 
the class period. She provided the question and they clicked on their answer choice. To 
keep their anonymity, each student used a number instead of their name. Kelly could see 
what students were answering right away and who might be struggling. The results were 
immediate which provided a great lead into discussion questions about the topic. Kelly’s 




year. These warm-ups helped to provide her quick feedback on what students needed 
more guidance and where or if they were struggling. 
Kelly’s students liked using technology, and it helped her a lot with lessons and 
planning, therefore she wanted to use it as much as she could. Since she was a math 
teacher, I was curious about their use of digitally enhanced calculators. Kelly’s seventh 
graders used a hand-held one, although the eighth grade just ordered the TI-Nspire for 
their students. Seventh graders did not use the calculators on the STAAR test, so the 
training was not required. However, she was planning to attend the training in the 
summer, as she would need them for her PreAp classes. She was excited applying her 
activities with the TI-Nspire calculators. They previously used TI Enforce, which she said 
was, “a night and day in comparison.”  
The district offered many trainings on new devices, as well as an IT campus 
technology person. There was also another person dedicated to creating digital lessons if 
they provided the TEKS, they were called Technology Integration Specialist (TIS). These 
TIS representatives come in the classroom, coach you on the digitally enhanced lesson or 
program, and show the employees how to use them. They came to campuses once a 
week, along with giving Tech Tip of the Week. Kelly elaborated on what a help this was 
to her and praised the district for providing this service. “You are not all by yourself 
trying to do it!” She referred to veteran ‘older’ teachers that did not know a lot about 
technology and stated that this dedicated person really helped. 
When using online resources, she mentioned she had a few ‘go-to’ websites that 
assist her lessons. At the time of the interview, her students were creating a ‘dream 




pricing hotel, flight, food, etc. Along with researching travel, she was teaching website 
credibility, which was something she said they had lack of knowledge. Resources she 
used for instruction was a district purchased curriculum called Maneuvering the Middle. 
The curriculum included notes, packets, and activities, in which her lessons were 
centered. The activities she used were scavenger hunts, task cards, puzzles, and most of it 
is interactive on the Promethean board. Manuvering the Middle was the district’s adopted 
curriculum. Kelly could not recall many online resources her students used every day, 
nevertheless when she had the iPad cart, the students would use online resources. She 
also added the online resource interaction with the students was her instruction using the 
Promethean Board with the whole class.  
When asked about her students’ digital literacies use in the classroom versus 
home, she elicited about 25% in school, although a lot more at home because of the 
resources they have there. She made Quizlets to use at home for reviewing topics and she 
alluded to how good they were about going home to practice, especially her Pre-AP kids.  
In contrast her discussion about her possible future iPad cart, Kelly encouraged student 
technology downtime. She recalled Google Classroom that some teachers used on her 
campus and attempted to use a communication tool discussed in the teacher preparation 
program, Edmodo, to connect teachers, students, and parents. However, the lack of 
technology devices limited her students’ interaction with these types of tools. “If they do 




election outcome, she stated she would use either one of those online resource 
communication tools and wanted to start getting ready this summer.8 
Kelly rated the following topics regarding students’ use of digital literacies from 
one to three, three being the main usage: teacher instruction, student research, or student 
presentation. I echoed that she already mentioned something close to this, although I 
wanted a number to put with it. Without hesitation she stated instruction first, then 
presentations, and finally research. Kelly reiterated that ‘lack of technology devices’ as 
being the reasoning behind her ratings, student research and presentation as lowest. There 
was consistent use of the Promethean Board when she gave instruction, her Power Points 
were interactive, and she introduced topics or reviews in different ways. She mentioned 
she tried grouping, however noticed some students were not engaged.  
She borrowed the iPad cart from an English teacher across the hall whenever she 
did not get on the calendar to check them out. “I cannot plan on using iPads every day; 
so, spur of the moment activities online that ‘pop’ up in class, are difficult if there is no 
digital tool to guide them.” I mentioned Quizletlive, since she used Quizlet. Thinking 
back to how she liked interactive lessons and instruction, I knew Quizletlive, that was 
mentioned from another participant, would be a great addition to her digital literacies.  
Comparing her personal to professional digital literacies use, posited an 
interesting question to Kelly. I reminded her of the questions and where they derived 
from - coursework analysis of questions and activities. Also, I wanted to let her know I 
was interested in what my participants thought they used personally vs. professional and 
 
8 It was awesome for me to read this and know that the bond passed, I looked on her 
school’s website. I hope she gets to prepare and plan with digital literacies and 




vice versa. I tried not to veer too far into specifics, although I did mention social media, 
where 75% of students mentioned it as a practice personally and professionally in 
coursework. Also, I made sure to let her know I wasn’t personally attacking her personal 
digital literacies, it was interesting to me to see what people consider personal versus 
professional.  
Kelly grasped the questions and said yes, she used social media as a personal 
practice to wind down when she got home, although admitted she tried to pull back some. 
She scrolled through Facebook and when researching at home, if pop-ups occurred, she 
used Google to look it up. She paused again, stating, “this is a weird question.” I could 
see Kelly was struggling with her answer, however I waited. Kelly researched things for 
her classroom on Teachers Pay Teachers (https://www.teacherspayteachers.com/) for 
math activities, stating how hard it was to keep students interested in math. She reads 
teacher blogs to see what new behavior management trick was working in other teachers’ 
classrooms and searches social media sites (i.e., Instagram) to establish what classroom 
activities are working for others, that might work for her students. “Research is constant 
for me; I cannot turn it off!”  
Communication in Kelly’s district was through a Facebook page where updates 
and events were posted to notify parents. She personally used Remind 101 for 
communication with students and parents for her own classroom tutorials and 
assignments (i.e., classroom happenings). A code was provided at the beginning of the 
year to parents and they messaged her through Remind 101 and personal emails. Her 
district grade book system TEAMS (a communication program in Microsoft) was how 




progress form right on the email. Parents do not have to log in, they just click on the link, 
which Kelly stated was sometimes easier for them.  
 Kelly used a communication platform for grade reports, called TEAMS. In 
addition to grade reports, Kelly used TEAMS for upcoming tests and reminders, that 
sends a message to a distributive list for quicker access to all parents. Many of her 
students’ parents did not take the time to log into their parent portal or they do not know 
how to use it; when Kelly sent an email through this platform, a link was attached. 
Parents clicked on this email to see their child’s progress. 
In addition to the iPad constraint she mentioned several times, Coolmathgames 
(https://www.coolmathgames.com/) was blocked, which she added “was a good thing.”  
She did not mind her students playing games; however, that seemed to be the most 
influential site, and since they did not have the devices at home, they chose to get on 
those constantly. YouTube was used frequently, along with having good WiFi at her 
school. Kelly’s most frustrating issues was iPad access. Data assessments were collected 
at the beginning, middle, and end of the year, demonstrating levels of students’ 
performance in math. These assessments lasted one or two class periods, usually because 
of student absences. At one point during the assessments in her class, ten iPads crashed. 
Kelly called the IT person and they fixed it immediately. This maintenance provided 
Kelly the much-needed help that she could not bring to her classes. There was a 
technology building on campus that housed people dedicated to fixing, replacing, and 
introducing devices and technology. Kelly felt lucky to have those resources and 




was with her district’s support of technology and providing a support staff (i.e., TIS) to 
assist their needs. When addressing future teachers, her advice was to “soak it all in!”  
Make sure you are paying attention to what is out there. If you are just 
sitting there going, ‘Oh, that’s cool!’ and you are not actually writing 
things down in your teacher preparation program, how it can be utilized? 
What is great about it? - then you are missing out. You have to go back on 
your own time and try to figure it out, when you could be learning it right 
then and there. I feel especially with my teacher preparation program, they 
were really great about incorporating lessons, to make our own lessons 
using technology. It worked well, because once you get that hands-on 
experience of doing it. I felt really prepared. 
Kelly and I discussed how quick everything can change, how it was hard to keep 
up with the newest and the best technology tools. Moreover, her ideas of digital literacies 
themselves, was an understanding, applying, and responding with the tools. I reminded 
her about the clickers, and how she made questions where they responded on the clicker, 
announcing that she ‘made the best’ of the tool she had, all the while using digital 
literacies. She booked the iPad cart just that week to research their budget projects. All 
the printers were down that day, and she could not make copies, therefore that resulted in 
making a quick quiz on Quizziz of all the components of the project. Instead of wasting 
the whole day waiting on the printers, she took matter into the hands of the iPad and 
received results in 20-30 minutes. She could see the color-coded questions students 




Kelly closed with how often times, students asked questions about how to find 
this or that on the iPad, she speculated infrequent use from the students. She reiterated the 
need to prepare her students with Google Chrome and how to use credible search 
engines, perceiving her students go to high school and college. “It is all technology; they 
are not going to survive if they don’t know how to work it.” Kelly’s interview lasted 36 
minutes and I thanked her again, wishing her well in her school, and her new marriage 
adventure. I shut off the recording devices, packed up my things, and walked to my car.  
Three interviews down and three to go! I was very pleased with the progress of 
the interviewing; however, knowing my time had been altered and losing almost two 
months meant I needed to keep moving along. Out of everything that I have done so far 
with this research study, interviewing was my favorite. I was aware how I addressed the 
participants, since I already knew them, although I had to remind myself to stick to the 
interview questions once we got started, and not ask something unrelated during the 
interview. I recognized my own interview ‘voice’ and that I say ‘OK’ a lot, which I was 
not aware of, especially in conversation. There were other alterations I needed for future 
interviews, possibly giving participants choice of interviewing via the Web or face-to-
face. However, my chair and I discussed how observing the participants would be a better 
choice, since I already knew them, and we could be on a personal level. 
 I had a weekend to regroup and travel again, to the North-central part of Texas, to 
complete my last three interviews, all within 45 minutes of each other. A humorous note, 
all the participants had classes together at one point in their teacher preparation program, 
although I do not know if they stayed in touch, except on social media. I wondered if my 




participation? Again, these participants are my former students, so I was pleased to see 
them. The last three interviews occurred on one day.  
Kristi 
The encounters Kristi had in the teacher preparation program were all positive and 
she indicated the coursework in my class helped get her familiar with technology. She 
recalled the activity on a Google Doc, when students worked asynchronously creating 
literacy definitions and visuals of the vocabulary covered throughout the whole semester.  
She added what a life saver that was, regarding how much time it saved her in college, 
being able to work as a group without physically having to meet.  
When she started out the year in the high school in the same district, she prepared 
her students to create a similar Google Doc for presentations. They worked in class 
together on the document, though texted or chatted on the actual document, when they 
were working at home. Kristi’s district has Google Classroom and were one-to-one with 
Chromebooks. She used Google forms and created Quizziz for quick feedback on 
students’ lesson success. She praised the Google forms and quick access to the 
Chromebooks, which students carried from class to class. Kristi discussed how her 
district assigned all their classes into Google School, allowing her access without needing 
to enter the students herself, which she saved her hours of work time.  
Kristi moved schools in October, changing to a middle school environment. She 
did not elaborate why there was this move, just that it happened. Google Classroom was a 
middle level platform, where they turned in everything and where all district information 
was stored - lesson plans, homeroom information, Power Points from the counselors, and 




sent PowerPoints on Monday and Tuesdays, involving different topics to be discussed in 
homeroom. Sometimes it was a binder check for the students to organize their binder, 
other times it was information to provide to the students about different events or club 
activities going on at school. The AVID program at the school provided students 
activities to complete on Wednesday and Thursdays; they watched CNN 10 or completed 
a Khan Academy. On Fridays, AVID adopted DEAR (Drop Everything And Read) which 
she laughed saying, “You can just see how that went.” Kristi mentioned her homeroom 
was crazy at times.  Students who were not in her regular math classes knew there was no 
accountability, “no weight behind study hall.” When she “attempted” DEAR the first 
time she decided to read to them. She chose Game of Thrones, half the class talked while 
the other half tried to listen, she remembered it being a constant struggle. She tried 
showing YouTube videos on cooking, playing music in the background during their Khan 
Academy practice, or anything to calm them down. Their homeroom was the first eight 
minutes in the morning and last 20 minutes of each day. They picked up their 
Chromebooks in the study hall and returned them before they went home.   
When discussing how the teacher preparation program could have prepared her 
more, she requested extended organization and resource information, which were her 
leading struggles. She uses Google Classroom for forms and other files; however, Kristi 
was never taught things like Gradebook within the teacher preparation program. She 
added more classroom management ideas would have prepared her as well. Her mentor 
teacher in her field placement one, went to another university and had a whole class 
dedicated to management. Although she does remember some classroom management 




reflected on her school instruction this year as ‘1/3 teaching and 2/3 classroom 
management. In her school, students get upset when trying something without success 
and shut completely down. She stated how well she connected with the students; 
however, she wanted some more tips and pointers when they are not responding to 
anything or feeling unsuccessful with lessons.  
I recapped how the learning experiences she was having now, hands-on 
experience in the middle level environment, could be more beneficial than a teacher 
preparation course. I always discussed my first year as a middle level reading teacher, 
with my preservice students in my coursework. I was 22, fresh out of college, and had no 
management whatsoever. She remembered my story and said, “You have been here too!” 
Kristi revealed digital literacies in her classroom interactions with several online 
resources – Khan Academy, Google Classroom, Imagine Math Facts, DimensionU, and 
Prodigy. Imagine Math Facts assessed the students at the beginning of the year, then 
created lesson plans based on their needs. Kristi could create lessons for them, observe 
the assignments her students are working on, and how much time was spent in Imagine 
Math Facts. Prodigy provided her students math problems, in a game format, where only 
successful answers continue the games. DimensionU and Prodigy were more of a 
supportive resource, therefore, Kristi uses them for her lab classes. Class Kick and Khan 
Academy were online resources Kristi used to create quizzes for her lesson plans.  
Khan Academy created STAAR related questions with the corresponding TEKS 
(Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills). Kristi was impressed that TEKS was on track 
with the Khan Academy website, which was perfect during STAAR review. Kristi 




than once, however, they need as much exposure as they can get. Therefore, with Khan 
Academy, the questions are different. 
Kristi’s district was one-to-one; therefore, every student had their own 
Chromebook. The district replaced all the projectors with large-screen TVs at the front of 
each room, she assumed to save on the bulbs. She used her TV to play videos and display 
notes or lessons, which was hooked up to her computer. These were concepts in her 
classroom that I had not seen because of interview location choices.  
When describing old and new literacies in the classroom, she mentioned a 
program called AVID. Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) was a college 
readiness program at her school that was designed to assist students in developing 
necessary skills for college. Kristi provided examples of the toolkit binders and different 
AVID activities. Figure 20 is an example of Quick Write prompt in the AVID toolkit and 
Figure 30 represents a student’s completed example of a Bell Ringer. She must take 





Figure 29. AVID Toolkit Quick Write prompt used in Kristi’s distritct. Permission from 
Kristi to use this was given verbally. This is the one she made up to put into the folder. 
 
 





Kristi explained they completed a Socratic Seminar and Four Corners activity, 
similar to the ones coursework and had to take picture to provide information regarding 
the AVID skill of the week that was implemented in her lesson plan. She mentioned how 
hard it was to ‘prove’ Four Corners, so she supplied pictures for the activities in her 
classroom. Kristi clarified how she liked putting assignments, Quick Writes, and Bell 
Ringers online in a Google Doc or Class Form; however, she was concerned that her 
students were not doing the math computations.  
As a math teacher, I know students do not do as well when I give them 
assignments online, because they try and guess. However, when I print it 
out on paper, they compute the problem in the empty space. A lot of kids 
will ask, “Hey, can I have a scratch piece of paper?” When I realized they 
are not showing their work, I went back to more pencil and paper, because 
they have space to show their work and I need to know what they are 
doing. 
Kristi was proud that their school was an AVID demonstration school. They showed off 
their AVID Toolkits to other teachers and educators within the district. Table 19 provides 
Kristi’s classroom in interactions with her students. 
Table 19 





Teachers Pay Teachers and the district’s School Net, where the school’s resources 
are housed, are Kristi’s ‘go-to’ online resources she uses for instruction preparation. She 
altered lessons or made them benefit her own students, since she said students did not 
learn the same. The team at her school was always providing examples, lesson plans, and 
activities for the newer teachers, which she said she was thrilled to always have handouts 
and help-ups! Her math classes used Interactive Notebooks for notetaking, and Kristi 
described how she altered the notes for her students that were 504 (an anti-discrimination, 
civil rights statute that requires the needs of students with disabilities to be met as 
adequately as the needs of the non-disabled are me).  
The sixth-grade math honor students used a textbook called Springboard; 
however, since Kristi moved in the school in October, her students were not provided a 
copy. Kristi and a colleague pulled out pages and created their own version of lessons 
from these textbooks. The students were thrilled they did not have to carry those large 
textbooks around. She had access to their textbook, SpringBoard online, therefore could 
get to it when creating lessons and planning for students. 
When asked about her students’ digital literacies at school versus at home, Kristi 




caused problems when she wanted the students to work at school, games would pique 
their interest. She reiterated a Chromebook cart might be better for each teacher, in their 
classroom, so the students would not have access to it all day at school. Students did not 
treat their Chromebooks well and Kristi mentioned there was not an accountability factor 
for them if they damage them. If they are damaged or lost, the students (or parents) are 
responsible of paying $500 to the school, at the end of the semester. They threw their 
backpacks down, the keyboards broke, they left Chromebooks in other classes – these 
were disruptions that caused Chromebook malfunctions, being ‘checked’ out at the 
beginning and checked in at the end of the school day. The students were not allowed to 
take the Chromebooks home. 
Kristi ranked the integration of students using digital literacies in instruction as 
the highest of her practices, then research, and finally presentations as the last resort. She 
mentioned math did not have a lot of room for presentations, or that her students did not 
do much research in math. Teacher instruction was the most interaction with digital 
literacies. Kristi witnessed students researching in other subjects, like history, in her 
tutorial classes, although teacher instruction with YouTube videos and other digital 
literacies was the highest. 
Kristi suggested because of the lack of technology at home, some students did not 
have technology assistance with homework. Most assignments that were homework came 
back 100% incomplete. “When I assigned homework, it’s just me giving them a zero in 
the gradebook,” she shrugged and kind of gave an ‘I give up’ face. Therefore, she did not 
assign a lot of homework. She told her seventh-grade honor students about the TI-Nspire 




shocking tone. The honors students need the calculators to do the actions for the problem, 
without them, they cannot complete the problem.  
During the interview, Kristi confirmed her personal use of digital literacies and 
technologies were usually related to school; whether in school, in her teacher preparation 
program, or looking up lesson plan ideas. Personal use involved online shopping and 
purchasing plane tickets, as well as scrolling social media. The school provided Kristi 
with a Chromebook and an iPad, which teachers could take home. On her computer at 
school, Kristi summarized lesson planning, researching, and making resources as her 
professional practices. 
My personal use has slowed way down since I’ve started teaching school. 
This weekend, I was planning for a dance, we literally planned for 
decorations. We stayed after school on Friday until eight pm. Saturday, we 
got to here at nine am, then went and got ready to come back and 
chaperone until nine pm. Then we went out to celebrate and I had my 
cousin texting me like all Saturday, because she needed advice…She kept 
texting and I finally told her I did not even see her messages, my cousin 
finally Snapchatted me. I do not use my phone as much; it is a big change. 
When discussing online and face-to-face classroom community platforms, 
contacting faculty or parents, Kristi declared emails and phone calls were the best 
connections. She planned documentation for the contact as well. Faculty meetings were 
face-to-face, however if a teacher had duty or had to miss, these meetings were recorded 
and posted for the teachers to view at their convenience. Parent conferences consisted of 




Bison Pickup. At that time, they could conference with any teacher. Everyone was lined 
up in the gym and the parents could discuss their child’s progress, or lack of progress. 
Kristi indicated how lucky she was regarding student behavior; out of one hundred 
students in her classes, only three were behavior problems. There were no behavior 
problems at present and she did not foresee any problems with the remaining month of 
the year.  
There were no restrictions that Kristi could recall, regarding technology at her 
school, declaring that the new technology person in her district was great! The 
technology person had taught for many years and wanted all students and teachers to 
have access to anything they needed for instructions and success. The students had access 
to YouTube, Spotify, and they loved Netflix. Kristi reiterated that she did not like it to be 
quiet in the classroom, so she would play music from Spotify or listen to podcasts; she 
thought it helped sooth them and verified it did soothe her.  
The school had no cell phone restrictions, unless it became a problem in class. “I 
gave them a warning the first time, the second time, I took it up, they could get it at the 
end of the class. The third time “they could get it at the end of the day.”  The fourth time, 
the students had to pay $15 to get the of the office. 
The kids walk around Facetiming each other. One time I had kids who 
were on a field trip and I was standing in my front door. Kids were coming 
into my class, saying ‘Talk, Miss, talk to Melanie.’ I’m like, oh hey, how 
are you? How’s your field trip? They’ll go on AVID field trips to NBA 




But I’m present with them and their activities, which is extremely 
personal. 
Our last conversation was about addressing future teachers, the same as she was 
two years previous in her teacher preparation program. The advice she provided was to 
‘test it out!’ Many times, she tried activities with her students and there was a glitch or 
technology would fail, something just went wrong. Kristi mentioned scrambling for a 
quick Quizziz or Kahoot that was already created, then realized it was not the right one, 
the questions she wanted the students to answer were not correct. Kristi confirmed that 
researching, testing, and using sites or technology tools, before class, was a necessity. 
Organization was important to Kristi. She also stressed the importance of tossing 
something if it did not work. She experienced this and said, “Just because it looks good 
on paper, it might not work in the classroom.” She learned a valuable lesson from other 
teachers who printed out their papers, lessons, and copies for the whole week. Kristi 
learned not to print ahead. “Planning is great, although, you do not need to have it all 
planned out!” Kristi went to school early, got all her work done in the morning; that was 
how she planned. Kristi printed out what she needed that morning for the day’s activities. 
I thanked her for the good advice and appreciated her doing the interview. I 
mentioned I would send her the transcript for member checking in the mail and made 
sure I had her correct address. She mentioned she was going to teach abroad after the 
summer, and I was excited for her…possibly another aspect for future research? I packed 
up my recording devices, made sure I had her consent forms, and placed my interview 






When asked about digital literacies and how she was prepared in her teacher 
preparation program, she asked if digital literacies were something like discussions online 
or reading and writing online. I told her to define it how she would like to, so she chose 
to use the online platform discussions that prepared her in the program. Brooke recalled 
the open discussions as useful. If there was a topic she did not understand, she could read 
someone else’s response first, to spark new ideas for herself. The connection she really 
felt was Twitter. She laughed as she remembered Twitter in her teacher preparation 
program.  
In my school we are required to sign up for Twitter, which is hilarious 
because I remember you made us get a Twitter account and we were like 
‘why do we need a Twitter – why do we need that?’ I mean, the district 
requires us to have one. We do book studies through Twitter, responding 
through Twitter. There are hashtags in our district we use to talk and 
communicate with each other across the district - #whatcanwedo? 
(pseudonym) is our hashtag. They always want to know, they encouraged 
us to advertise what we are doing in our classroom. They want it to be like 
a story board. They say, ‘If we do not write our own story, someone is 
going to write it for us.’ So, sharing and communicating is done through 
Twitter, like in your class.  
Another digital literacy connection from the program that prepared her for 
teaching was learning about Google Classroom – including Google Docs and Google 




following year. In both online platforms, students discussed a prompt she created, then 
responded to classmates about their posts. All of the students’ work was turned in 
through Google Classroom, especially if it was digital, which she found closest to her 
teaching style. Unfortunately, Brooke did not realize the convenience of turning things 
online until a few months into her first year, although she did it now. Lesson plans were 
turned in digitally, similar to how they were turned in during the teacher preparation 
program. Administrators were able to go in and look up plans for walkthroughs and 
formal evaluations of the TTESS. The administrators pulled up the teachers’ lesson plans 
from the digital drives and made sure the “I-will” and “I-can” statements were present 
when teaching. Brooke informed me her principal did not want to share her TTESS, I 
assured her that was fine, either way, it would not alter the interview. 
Brooke’s classes completed digital reviews with Gimkit, similar to Kahoot, which 
we completed in coursework. GimKit was a game where they earn ‘money’ when 
answering questions correctly. It involved more than just winning a game – students have 
choices of kicking someone off or freezing them, all for correctly answered questions. 
She liked that it was more interactive than Kahoot. The teachers and students all used 
Pear Deck, for engaging presentations and responding to peers.  
The district wants every student to be ‘future ready.’ One of those (i.e., 
Pear Deck) is part of the selling points; everything is technology and it is a 
tool that should be used. To advance learning and for them to take 
advantage of their own learning…they like us to use all the technology, 
when we can. I do not feel like I’ll get in trouble if I do not use it every 




much easier, integrative, and the kids really enjoy whenever, vs. me 
lecturing or giving them a packet. I put myself to sleep – seriously! 
As much as she enjoying teaching using digital literacies and technology, Brooke 
had a hard time keeping up with the pace. She mentioned that the way I taught my 
coursework was taught to be used in a meaningful way. Brooke would like to have 
experienced that teaching with more resources and different outlets that were available. 
Once she was employed in her district, she had to adapt to their technologies and digital 
literacy ways. Brooke currently does not use Google Drive or Pear Deck. In other words, 
she was adjusting to her first teaching semester (i.e., lesson plans, students, meetings) and 
learning the districts’ technology practices at the same time.  
That brought an idea to my head for future lessons; if I could create an assignment 
to research a school in the area where preservice teachers might like to teach, they could 
find out what digital literacies and technologies used in that district and could be 
responsible for in their future classroom.  Brooke considered that assignment for 
preservice students worthy of completing the first day! She recalled how overwhelming 
the first part of the school year was, when she was trying to learn everything, (i.e., taking 
attendance, lesson plan uploading, etc.). 
Brooke enjoyed her student teaching semester in a district close to where she was 
presently teaching. She learned different technology practices in that district, as well as in 
her teacher preparation program. Conversely, technology intimidated Brooke. “If I do not 
know the ins and outs, I don’t want to do it, which hasn’t always proven to be the best 
way to do things.” Brooke referred to herself as a perfectionist and wanted to take risks 




students. Unless it was taught to her in the teacher preparation program or in her student 
teaching semester, Brooke felt overwhelmed at trying to play catch-up with technology. 
She was thrilled when she found out about the districts’ use of Twitter! The students did 
not use it, although that was something she wants to change for her future classes.  
When asked about her classroom interactions, she listed Twitter and Remind as 
her top two online interactions. Communication with students and parents was important 
for classroom management.  The Remind app blocked phone numbers, therefore, teachers 
could send announcements and parents could respond, without a phone number. She 
laughed and mentioned it was like Facebook, parents can ‘like’ or ‘laugh’ at a message. 
Her top online resources used in the classroom were News ELA for articles and 
comprehension questions. She bragged on her colleagues who helped her get set up with 
online resources, she felt she just did not have the time to set up what was initially 
needed.  
Brooke’s campus was not a one-to-one laptop/device campus, although the 
campus was moving closer to that ratio. Top online tools at her disposal were 
Chromebooks carts to check out, “old-school” laptops, iPad, and iPods. She laughed and 
stated sarcastically how the kids ‘love to use this old thing,’ referring to the iPods. Her 
classes continuously frequented the ‘old-fashioned’ computer labs when the carts or other 
technology tools were not available.  
Describing the old and new literacies, Brooke determined to use as much writing 
(i.e., pen and paper) in her room as possible, to decompress from technology tools. The 
students responded to face-to-face discussions through Exit Tickets and Google forms 




device, therefore unless she reserved a technology tool cart, they read, wrote and 
responded on paper. For lesson planning, the district supplied them with curriculum 
activities, although she supplemented lessons with videos from YouTube called Powtoon. 
These educational, 1-2-minute videos assisted Brooke in creating visual components of 
her lessons. Grammarly was another video outlet that provided her students with visual 
representation of a topic, at the students’ disposal, in Google Classroom, at school or at 
home. Table 20 provides information on Brooke’s classroom interactions. 
Table 20 
Brooke’s classroom interactions.  
 
Brooke deduced the time her students spent on digital literacies and home was 
minimal, compared to that at school. She knew the technology tools were in high demand 
because the carts were always checked out. She pleaded for her students to go home and 
work on lessons digitally and come back to school with some cool video or something on 
School House Rock. However, she laughingly mentioned, that never happened.  
The highest integration of students’ digital literacies Brooke stated was in their 
research. The second student-centered digital literacy interaction was presentations. 
Finally, instruction Brooke felt the least amount of time was spent on digital literacies. 
Brooke expressed how much an assignment called Book Snaps, mimicking SnapChat, 




students created their ‘First Impressions’ from the literature circle novels (i.e., another 
teacher preparation program activity). The teachers provided everything they needed to 
be successful with the Book Snaps. This activity replaced students’ written opinion of 
what they liked about the book. Brooke was animated when describing their creations – 
Google Slides with bitmojis and emojis to help reproduce their first impressions, all 
digital and all very creative.  
Brooke loved reading the novels her students were reading – The Outsiders, The 
Downsiders, The True Confessions of Charlotte Doyle, And Then There Were None.  She 
proudly supported her students’ reading choices by displaying a sign outside her 
classroom stating: “This is what Ms. Brooke is reading.” However, she sadly mentioned 
how hard it was to just sit and read a book, because she never had time. The sign had not 
been changed since December (it was May). I encouraged her to not give up on it, 
especially since she loved reading. I showed her my list of books to read, whenever my 
degree was finished; the list is very long! In addition to those novels, she added Drum, 
Girls, and Dangerous Pie, Notes from a Midnight Driver, and Seedfolks as some of her 
students’ favorites. 
The students in seventh grade ILA were involved in an Insta-Book project, where 
each day there are activities for the book they are reading; however, they posted it with a 
hashtag, like Instagram. Brooke provided an example of a comparison to MCN (Man 
Crush Monday), #MainCharacterMonday. She laughingly stated, “The students just roll 
their eyes, like ‘are you serious?’ although the teachers got a kick out of it!”  
Brooke contrasted her personal and professional digital literacies as separate 




although she would rather get on Twitter or Facebook for personal reasons. She did not 
remember a connection of them, personally and professionally, while in coursework, or 
now in present time. Brooke loved to online shop and do research. However, when 
mentioning her research interests, she related them to school; to create engaging lessons 
and activities for her students. Brooke corrected herself stating how those research 
interests do compare to each other, that her personal interactions with digital literacies are 
connected professionally. She reprimanded herself for wanting to use social media on a 
more personal level, although she liked how the school displayed their classroom 
activities and goings on with Twitter.  
When interviewed about face-to-face or online classroom community platforms, 
Brooke confirmed they used Remind 101 to make announcements and contact parents. 
She used school emails and mentioned a few of her parents were on Google Classroom. 
Brooke met with her team – science, math, ILA, history – once a day and had a separate 
conference, where she met with seventh grade ILA. Wednesdays were administration 
meetings that included updates, students with behavioral or academic problems, and 
anything they needed to know about the week and school. Her school had staff meetings, 
although she inferred they must not be often since she could not remember when they 
occurred. The principal communicated with the staff by sending out Friday Forecasts, 
which sent reminders or forms that need to be filled out for the following week. The last 
communication platform Brooke mentioned was the job embedded PD (Professional 
Development) that was posted in Google Classroom. This saved hours and hours of time 
in the summer for teachers to complete professional development digitally, instead of 




The largest restriction Brooke faced with digital literacies or technology practices 
within the district was the one-to-one laptop initiatives, such as signing up for iPad cart 
time. Brooke emphasized that social media was blocked, and YouTube videos were often 
not available. She found a way to work around that, by using ViewPure. These videos are 
from YouTube and have been ‘decluttered’ for teachers and students. Brooke’s mind 
went back to online resources, wanting me to add, Teachers Pay Teachers. Brooke used 
these online resources for lesson planning and instruction. Other digital literacies she 
mentioned, as she reflected on videos, were Task Cards and Escape Rooms. Brooke 
speculated that she got off track and asked if we were discussing restrictions? I assured 
her that I added those online resources to her digital literacies chart and agreed that we 
were discussion restrictions. Again, she recalled YouTube being blocked on occasion and 
possibly Amazon. This was a point I realized some of my interview questions overlapped 
and could be combined to fewer questions, with more thoughtful answers. 
When interviewed about addressing future teachers (i.e., preservice teachers in 
their teacher preparation program) preparing for teaching with digital literacies, Brooke 
exclaimed many times, “Embrace it, embrace it all.” Brooke elaborated about be open to 
everything, not to shut down in the aspects of technology and digital education. She 
called it “an opportunity to be in a community with your school, collaborating with other 
people and student discussions. Embrace it; technology is not going anywhere.” 
Furthermore, Brooke mentioned how veteran teachers in her school frowned at Twitter 
when it was introduced in their district. Brooke reiterated that teachers needed to know 
that it is for the better of the school, showing how they are collaborating, and everyone 




Brooke thought back to when I introduced Twitter in our class. She recalled 
everyone groaning and saying they did not want another social media account. Brooke 
confirmed that districts were using it and I should keep introducing it and how Twitter 
could be a great online resource. Her district had a hashtag (#) trophy that was passed 
around between teachers, for whomever Tweeted the most in one month. Sadly, Brooke 
said she did not receive the trophy this year, although she was aiming for it next year. Her 
districts’ hashtag was #whatcanwedo? 
I told her how much I appreciated her help and her discussions about digital 
literacies in her own classroom, as well as how much the district embraced it. I assured 
her that many districts are not all on the same page, she said she knew that and knew she 
was lucky.  Overall, Brooke thought she mentioned good ideas; however, felt she did not 
think she was much help with my study. She was exasperated that she was tired all of the 
time and noted that teaching was hard. I assured her whatever she said was useful, 
because it was her thoughts and ideas. Furthermore, I offered thoughts at how to stay 
organized and sometimes, just let the grades wait. Brooke loved her mentor at the school 
and praised her ILA department, who supported her in all teaching and personal aspects 
(i.e., she was getting married in two weeks. There were ten middle schools in Brooke’s 
district, her school being only four or five years old. All in all, it was a very large district, 
having over one thousand new hires this year, Brooke being one of them. 
Betsy 
When asked about her teacher preparation program and how it prepared her for 
using digital literacies in coursework, Betsy immediately talked about how it was very 




Writing papers and doing assignments was easier for her, because she was able to 
organize herself digitally. Betsy described how this formalized greatly into her teaching. 
Her district had a one-to-one ratio of students with the iPad; therefore, Betsy was 
teaching those organizational skills to her learners, on the iPad and with digital 
homework, access, and digital turn it. On a side note, Betsy was the only one of my 
participants that called her students ‘learners;’ the other participants used ‘kids’ or 
‘students.’  
Betsy established a social interaction environment for her students, teaching them 
what was appropriate of online school platforms and other forms of social media. She 
compared the students’ use of iPads to that of them using a spiral and pen. The district 
provided many apps for the students to use for notes and information intake, as well as to 
share information. Betsy complimented her teacher preparation program, especially my 
coursework. 
We talked a great deal in our teacher preparation program about how 
activities don’t really change when they become digital. It’s just a 
different platform or it’s a different device that is in your hand, rather than 
a piece of paper. I think that is really hard for learners at the middle level, 
to wrap their brains around, because a device has mostly just been for fun. 
It’s teaching them, that the device is for learning and yes, you are going to 
collaborate with the device. But that doesn’t mean you are goofing off and 
taking funny pictures, which they do! They’ll act like they have blogs on 




During coursework, Betsy remembered having an easy time of transitioning from 
viewing digital literacies and technology as a student, to a future teacher. She spent all 
four years of high school in the same district where she was presently teaching. As a 
result, she already had that transition period, her junior year when the district rolled out 
the iPad. Betsy was also engaged in Ready-Set-Teach, in which her transition as a learner 
was occurring in a sub-educator atmosphere. She recalled several of her peers in my 
previous course who struggled with the student-to-teacher transition. Consequently, this 
caused Betsy some struggles in the group setting, working on a lesson plan project. She 
would remind everyone in the group, “Ok, let’s get off Netflix and get back to this 
Google Doc.” Betsy alluded to her peers having a harder transitioning period than herself, 
she already made that transition of using digital literacies for her future classroom.  
In Betsy’s discussion about one-to-one iPads, she stated they are checked out to 
learners their sixth-grade year, with a school barcode. The charger and iPad have a 
barcode; everything gets scanned and linked to their school ID in their first year at the 
middle school. Throughout the year, the learners were allowed to take the iPad home. 
However, if they got damaged or lost, the paperwork was filled out and the learner was 
responsible for paying for damages. The learners were given the responsibility of 
charging the iPad and having them ready for classes, just like preparing notes for class. 
They also had the option of signing out their iPad for the summer. 
Betsy was very adamant about the importance of the technology tool for notes and 
class activities with her learners. The district where she was working at the time of the 




with apps for school purposes. The district discouraged uploading apps outside of this 
venue, because the one adopted were already paid by the district.  
One of Betsy’s students used the iPad at home, for a STEM assignment. It was a 
Hack-a-Thon at the American Airlines center for young girls in STEM. Betsy indicated 
the student created a finance app, using the Self-Service app store through the district. 
Betsy saw the project, once school started, however the student had been working on it 
the summer previous to Betsy start of teaching. She admitted how satisfying it was to 
observe the students using the device in their free time, to pursue their personal interests, 
all the time relating it back- to-school.  
The learners were not provided keyboards, although they could purchase cases 
with keyboards on their own. The staff were provided iPad with Apple pencils, however 
not keyboards. This proved very frustrating for Betsy and her learners, “We just want to 
type it, not write with our fingers.” The district provided rewards for class prizes for 
learners, such as a stylus, which might not be purchased themselves. Figures 31 diplays 
an example of the type of Stylus Betsy used. 
 




Another digital literacies’ practice Betsy recalled from her teacher preparation 
program, which she remembered learning in class, as an Exit Ticket. She used those and 
Socratic Seminar frequently in her classes, which were beneficial to her as a teacher to 
collect quick data. Betsy’s district stressed gathering data for immediate implementation 
into classroom lessons. Coincidentally, these strategies and the importance of data 
collection, were learned in my classes; I was glad that she reported the used them often. 
She also implemented Quizlet, Quizletlive, and Quizziz, to expedite data collection (i.e., 
another coursework teaching).  
Betsy surmised her brain was geared for technology integration in her lesson 
plans, since reemphasizing where she was using technology on the lesson plans created in 
my course. She considered knowing a digital literacy skill she needed to teach or what 
app to model for her learners, which was very helpful moving into a district that was 
heavy in a digital classroom. She laughingly stated how somethings technology went 
terribly wrong, because of her lack of modeling, “That went terribly wrong, I’ll have to 
fix that tomorrow.” 
In a similar manner to Jana, Betsy mentioned learning the districts digital 
literacies and technology tools before entering the district as a teacher, would be 
beneficial. She did not foresee how she could learn everything she needed to know, in her 
teacher preparation program. In summation, she thought organizing a course digitally, as 
she learned from D2L, she could create a mini course that might include units on 
multiplying fractions. Similarly, a week-to-week resource unit on graphing, in an online 




‘culture shift;’ learning what a teacher was applying and tried it herself, determining what 
worked best for her teaching style. 
Another aspect of the teacher preparation program that would have been helpful, 
was stressing classroom expectations with technology. Betsy knew what technology was 
being introduced; then again, a full plan that stressed the importance, the WHY, and 
expectations of the device, might have been beneficial. However, if a school was not a 
digital school district, that importance level could be lower. An example she provided, 
included how to turn in homework digitally, which was timestamped; the communicating 
and creating aspect of technology usage, was important. Betsy ascertained modeling how 
to turn in a hard copy of homework was much easier than a digital turn-in. Her learners 
did not understand that teachers could see when they turned in assignments, at the exact 
time. “Making us aware of that being a new element in a classroom,” Betsy said would be 
very helpful. 
Betsy discussed her lack of knowledge of digital paperwork, so adding that to the 
teacher preparation program would benefit everyone, especially for job applications. She 
mentioned districts want contracts signed digitally through email. At the beginning of her 
first contract negotiation, she laughed, “Did I do that correctly? Do I still have a job?”  
Betsy would have felt more comfortable knowing how to digitally sign a contract or 
form. She did learn it on her own. It would also benefit her teacher profile, being able to 
send forms home digitally and instruct the parents on how to digitally sign them. 
 Betsy’s final thoughts on teacher preparation incorporations could have included 
more aspects of technology differentiation. The apps were introduced, however she 




example was text-to-speech in a Google Document, focusing more on the app itself, 
instead of the access that comes with the app. Other apps discussed were ones that read to 
you – Motoread, Speech Central, and Audio book maker, which she thought would 
benefit ELA.  
When interviewed about classroom interactions, Betsy discussed her online 
interactions were mostly Google apps – Docs, Slides, Forms. Digital updates were also 
used campus-wide, for reminders of tests, Schoolology calendar for dates, and verbal 
face-to-face discussions. Homework was submitted online, including a feedback loop for 
Betsy to review questions and make comments to her students. An example follows: 
“Hey, #12, remember it’s going to look like example three from our notes today. So how 
about you go check that and rework it and resubmit.” Betsy loved the fact that she could 
interact in the feedback loop with her students, making sure they were on the right track 
on being successful with assignments. She recognized her learners’ frustrations in class; 
however, many did not voice them. This feedback gave them the opportunity to ask 
questions when they did not understand a concept. In contrast, Betsy did not enjoy the 
emails she received at nine pm, when students were online asking her questions. This was 
a concern she was going to address with her team – when do we shut it down? 
Online tools at Betsy’s disposal were iPad (i.e., one-to-one), Schoolology, emails, 
and a Smartboard. She sent weekly emails to parents and learners that put the week in 
perspective. Mastery Connect (https://www.masteryconnect.com/) was a tool that was 
used by the entire district. This website aligned assessments and questions to standards 




standards the students have not mastered, place learners in small group extensions. All 
teachers had projectors and MacBooks, which Betsy used every day. 
Along with feedback regarding old and new literacies – speaking, listening, and 
viewing - Betsy discovered a new literacy within the iPad - Screen Recording. “I record 
myself in a video, how the learners would solve a problem similar the one they are 
working on. It’s really easy and can be made in 30 seconds,” which she proclaimed was 
very beneficial for her students. Betsy modeled digital portfolios for her learners, not 
only using the system and website, but explaining that it followed the learners throughout 
high school and into the next phase. She reminded them to use complete sentences and 
use spell check. Betsy summarized how the digital portfolios were used for quick video 
reflections of the lessons and presentations her learners would create to share with the 
class. She made certain that she mentioned how much creating the learners did in her 
class – this was key in her mind describing digital literacies. 
Betsy explained an example of new literacies with her learners involving 
problem-solving and inferring within the extension groups. Betsy provided Three-Act 
task videos for problem solving. The learners used math skills to answer inference 
questions involving in-direct answers. These three acts involved (a) discussion of the 
problem, listing what was happening and what they might need; (b) more information in 
the second act; then (c) what was happening in the video. These Three-Act tasks were 
performed by the learners who needed extra extensions on a lesson. Online resources that 
Betsy used with her learners varied from IXL (i.e.,  a competitive practice game), to 
Macinvia, a database system they accessed through the library. She went on to describe 




Macinvia is used through our library system. We did for example a 
College Pennant Project, where we talked about paying for college. They 
got to pick their college; this is how much it costs. If you have this much 
as your family allowance or amount that they’re going to give you, and 
then this is your scholarship, and the this is your loans. How much would 
you need in loans? If there were your interest rate on loans after 10 years, 
how much would you really be paying for college? We worked with the 
librarian to create a group in MACKNIVIA that was specific to our 
projects. So, the learners did not have to go in and search for colleges; it 
was very precise and directed and we’ve done that with our librarian on all 
of our projects.  
Betsy mentioned another project with hot air balloons. She stated the learners 
created the hot air balloons to determine the typical size. The learners were blown away 
about their height and width. Her learners came back to class after attending a hot air 
balloon festival shocked about how big the balloons really were, compared to the ones 
they built in class. Overall, Table 21 provides the digital realm of how Betsy interacts 
within the school, the parents, and learners in the community.  
Table 21 





Apart from classroom interactions, online resources Betsy used for to prepare for 
instruction included the district’s UBD (Understanding by Design) system. The UBD 
houses the district’s curriculum, in which teachers have full access. Betsy uses YouTube 
videos for instruction and Notability to download PDFs for CLOZE-type notes for her 
learners. The teachers create these notes at the beginning of the year and the learners 
create their digital math folders, including assignments and notes.  
Betsy’s learners used Notability for their interactive Math Folders, similar to what she 
learned in coursework (i.e., Livebinders,) although it was not uploading papers into the 
binder, it was creating their own notes, changing the fonts, and downloading the practice 
sheets to work out the problems. Notability was similar to a composition notebook; 
however, Betsy indicated everything was digital. The teachers used it to outline the 
STAAR review as well. They created modules the learners completed at a self-paced rate. 






Figure 32. Student created Notability notes for student’s math activities in Betsy’s 
classroom.  
 
While entertaining the idea of online resources, Betsy determined her learners 
spent an extensive amount of time on digital literacies at school. Every classroom had 
warm-ups on the iPad, discussion responses were digitally enhanced, and Notability 
questions were answered daily. The creating learners achieved and recorded homework 
and notes through Schoology and Notability, these were digital literacies Betsy identified 
in her classes. As far as the amount of time spent at home with digital literacies, Betsy 
believed they went to their after-school activities first, then spent a lot of their evening 
online doing classwork and investigating social media. Her conclusion was that a 
surmountable amount of time was spent online, consequently she asked, “Are they being 




Betsy compared the district’s digital citizenship application to that of DARE 
(Drug Abuse Resistance Education). The comparison stemmed from the initial interest in 
everyone was on board with teaching the learners to be digital citizens, just as DARE 
stressed “Don’t Do Drugs.” This generation has grown up with Facebook and social 
media, Betsy reiterated they hear all the time, “You need to be smart, need to be online 
smart.”  Betsy was involved in the District Improvement Committee to re-evaluate the 
digital citizenship aspect for the success of the learners, investigating their use of 
technology and the time to decompress from it. Betsy introduced the committees’ battle 
cry regarding technology: “We are asking you to use technology all the time at school, so 
we’re kind of asking to you to take those breaks at home; go outside and rest your eyes 
from the screen and all these things.”  
As Betsy was discussing digital citizenship, I recalled a book I read in my 
doctoral courses. I mentioned the title to her – Grown Up Digital, by Don Tapscott. It 
was written in 2009, however, I thought that it had some great information about digital 
learners I thought she could take back to the committee. She felt her district was 
successful in teaching learners to be successful with technology and digital literacies, 
however to an extent of almost pushing an addiction for some of them. Betsy attested her 
students’ response, “My phone needs to be with me, my iPad needs to be with me.”  She 
felt it was almost a losing battle, validating that she saw parents, sometimes even herself, 
on their phone all the time. She recognized everyone needed a screen break, although it 
never happened. At the time of the interview, the elementary schools were focused on 
social-emotional learning, then continuing the same in the middle and high school levels. 




the whole district – Digital Literacy & Citizenship and Social-Emotional learning. She 
was pleased to say that all teachers in her school have a passion for the students and want 
them to be successful and healthy digital learners. 
When listing her students’ digital literacies integrations, Betsy chose research as 
the least amount of interaction in the classroom, presentations as the second, then finally, 
the highest interaction being instruction. Betsy cited math did not have a lot of room for 
research, other than the students just wanted the numbers. For example, with the hot air 
balloon project, the learners did not know what reasonable size the balloons were, 
therefore she asked them to do the research. The learners just wanted the numbers 
handed-out to them. Betsy alluded that the ELA teacher across the hall had the same 
issues with research, learners did not know how to research properly.  
Teachers in the math department were devoted to teaching learners how to make 
claims, find evidence, and then reason out that evidence, which she considered a great 
start to learning research. In her classroom, learners created products, which Betsy 
interpreted as meaning presentation, not just standing in the front of the room presenting 
a product. The highest interaction Betsy summarized was instruction. After she talked 
about providing a unit her class as self-paced, where students got instruction through 
teacher-made videos and documents, she switched instruction as second, then 
presentation as the highest. The teachers used digital tools, however felt that the 
instruction was more ‘old-school,’ Additionally, Betsy added ‘old-school’ being 





Betsy speculated she had a stronger hold and understanding with professional 
digital literacies, rather than her personal practices. Research-based answers drove her 
teaching, not her personal life. Betsy proclaimed deciding where to eat or go to the 
movie, did not need to be research-based. She referred to being ‘old-school’ again, 
regarding her personal life, “and I love paper.” Betsy likes to read actual books, not 
online books, which gave her headaches. I regarded myself as ‘old-school’ as well, 
although liked the convenience of having large, heavy textbooks online, rather that 
carrying them around. She was ecstatic about receiving a $5 gift card to the school Book 
Fair and was going to buy a book.  
Together with her professional digital literacies’ application, her personal digital 
literacies have gained a positive impact. She discovered an awareness of how to interact 
on social media and how to introduce her learners to appropriate interactions. She 
observed her learners during passing periods Snapchatting each other or talking on their 
phones. “That looks ridiculous, so I feel less of a need to do that too.” We discussed how 
to turn off the Snapchat ‘find a friend’ on the app. She mentioned it was ‘Ghosty’ and I 
asked her to show me how. Betsy explained she did not need someone in high school, 
knowing her location, and that her learners were aware of the negative aspect of knowing 
where their friends are, always. She alluded to the fact that parents would call or text in 
the middle of the day; “Don’t you want your children to learn?”  
The phones were a constant battle and the committee she is involved with is 
trying to decide expectations of phone use and proper school phone use. I admitted my 
guilt about texting my own daughter during the day, although we discussed that she only 




phones are banned in the classroom and bathroom, however, they can use them in the 
hallway. “You didn’t miss a whole bunch in 45 minutes, you’re fine; the world didn’t end 
in that time,” Betsy stated as she observes her students in the hallway, ‘jonesing’ for their 
phones.  
In the hope to describe her extensive online communication platforms, Betsy went 
into detail about Schoology. Her learners were grouped according to classes, although she 
had access to specific teacher groups. Digital Literacy Coaches (DLC) in her district 
created a course about learning digital classrooms with videos and modules to work 
through and receive professional development credit. An example of a digital classroom 
video was how to use an app in classroom instruction and student creation. These tech 
trainers (i.e., DLCs) were assigned to each campus and worked together to create these 
courses for educators to apply in their own coursework. At the same time, her face-to-
face communication platforms included PTO (Parent Teacher Organization) and Tiger 
Climate. She described Tiger Climate as parent-led meetings involving community 
building activities with parents and learners, relating back to what learners were creating 
in school.  
Committees meetings and data meetings were also face-to-face. Betsy’s team met 
regularly with the assistant principal and counselors, discussing weekly data testing 
scores and learner concerns. The data scores guided the teachers in the direction of the 
learners’ needs and next steps. Behavior concerns are also discussed during these 
meetings and what needs to be addressed regarding learners’ concerns. Other face-to-face 
communities were school board meetings, Key Notes for Community (i.e., a platform 




was vaping and the harmful effects to children. Police departments sent representatives to 
the school during Key Notes for Community to educate the public on the effects of 
vaping, the first to meeting was for teachers and then parents and learners were included. 
She felt very informed after this community summit and as a result, concluded that she 
could visit with parents about concerns with their children and vaping. 
In the hope that the district was the ‘biggest and best’ regarding technology, the 
district bought multiple apps and software programs for their teachers and learners. Betsy 
was encouraged about these purchases, although, discouraged that some apps the teachers 
and learners needed were not available because. “That is a big challenge for the digital 
classroom,” she stated, regarding an example of the purchased social networking service 
and virtual learning environment, Schoology. When students took a pre-assessment on a 
quiz and made a 100, they moved through all the practices in the module, instead of 
skipping to the next module. The solution for this issue was to find non-digital solutions 
when the digital solutions were not working for the needs of her learners. Betsy spoke 
passionately about having a digital classroom, introducing a “flipped-like” unit with her 
gifted and talented learners. Again, she stated apps and non-digital solutions were the 
most restrictions. 
My GT classes get bored with notes, so I was like, fine we are going to 
flip it because you guys are tuning me out. There is a way you can pause 
the video and give them questions, like at checkpoints. ‘Oh, you didn’t 
understand that section, let’s go back and try again.’ It also keeps them 
from just sliding to the end of the video. However, those Apps required 




14. It was not going to work, so “I’ll guess I’ll trust you to do it on your 
own. I guess if you are not watching the videos, you are not going to do as 
well.”  
To conclude, Betsy’s advice to future preservice and inservice teachers was to 
consider options without technology, it was just that simple. She felt she got so bogged 
down in the teacher preparation program coursework with finding the right digital 
resource that the lesson needed; trying to figure out what technology she wanted to use, 
instead of creating a structure for the lesson. Betsy validated that fact by stressing the 
importance of starting with an organization of the information and the delivery of the 
lesson. After that was in place, then decide what technology and digital literacies to use. 
Betsy used an example of making at 30-second video to watch on the iPad when they 
entered the classroom. Another example was creating an Exit Slip, which she turned 
digital for immediate feedback, possibly a Socratic Student assessment. She suggested to 
try small changes first, instead of being overwhelmed with the plethora of options.  
Betsy considered herself an older Millennial, who had become desensitized to the 
importance of digital citizenship. She wanted to be mindful of making that adult step in 
acknowledging the importance of instilling digital citizenship into her learners, not just 
something she heard from her parents and practiced in her own life. Putting something on 
social media would affect you now, and 20 years down the road. In her teacher 
preparation program, she set those boundaries early, making her social media accounts 
private from the learners in her field placement settings. When she entered her first 
classroom, those boundaries had already been established, acknowledging the importance 




priority for Betsy, being prepared for all students to have phones in the school and to 
protect herself, as well as her learners.  
Chapter Summary 
Chapter VIII provided the case-by-case analysis of my participants’ responses in 
their interviews. Figures and tables provide visuals of participants’ technology tools, 
digital interactions, and online resources applied in their classrooms. Several of these 
examples were ones learned in their teacher preparation program. Chapter IX displays the 





 CHAPTER IX 
Cross Case Analysis of Six Participants 
Chapter Overview 
After comparing first and second cycle coding in thematic analysis, keywords-in-
context analysis, and word count analysis, four prominent themes transpired, teacher: a) 
survival, b) activities, c) goals, and d) tools. In this chapter, I compare and contrast these 
themes that emerged during my cross-case analysis, which was (a) community (i.e., 
students, teachers, parents, etc.); (b) technology (i.e., calculators, iPad, etc.); (c) 
environment (i.e., personal, professional, work, home): and (d) literacies (i.e., digital, old, 
new). This is represented in Figures 33 and 34. All participants shared similar beliefs 
about survival in their first year as teachers, activities within instruction and planning, 
goals for the future use of digital literacies, and technology tools for their present and 
future classrooms. There were also differences between these four themes, stemming 
from their differences in age of students, subjects taught, and district’s availability. 
 





Figure 34. Last cycle themes and subthemes on post it notes. 
Community 
Survival 
When combining the terms for community - students, parents, teachers, kids – 
several terms appeared regarding survival throughout the interviews. All teachers (i.e., 
participants) mentioned convenience and support as survival techniques for them, as well 
as their students. They observed students monitoring their technology usage with teacher 
and parent support and how personal devices offered unlimited opportunities for online 
activities and educational instruction. If the district posed responsibility for the students 
keeping their iPad or Chromebooks on their person, challenges arose. Those students who 
were issued personal devices at school, often mistreated them or neglected their 
backpacks, where they are usually housed.  
Jana, Kristi, and Amy all spoke of being able to survive because of support groups 
and sharing with colleagues. Often the disruptions and distractions of technology in and 
out of the classroom were shared within these groups and chalked up to lessons learned in 
their first year of teaching. First year struggles also included a culture shift that Amy 




district rules and responsibilities, excluding technology, therefore relied on veteran 
teachers for learning about the ins-and-outs of the classroom and the community. 
Accessibility, convenience, and connections were a part of the “kids” survival techniques 
regarding digital literacies and technology.  
Activities 
Brooke recalled a Twitter activity called #maincharactermonday (e.g., a spin-off 
of man-crush-Monday) in which students provide information about their main book 
character on the class Twitter account. Students are taught how to research and use 
resources involved in these types of endeavors. In all the participants’ districts, REMIND 
101 was used for parent and student communication and connection with the teachers and 
administration. Phone numbers were not used, therefore, there was an anonymity for all 
who signed up for the program. Brooke and Sarah discussed how important training and 
inservice were for all technology activities and digital literacies across their district, 
especially those that are required – conferences, Remind 101, Schoology, etc. 
Goals 
Positive interactions between students, teachers, and parents were future goals for 
Amy, Kelly, and Betsy. Amy wanted to continue to make connections to parents through 
personal phone calls, whereas Kelly and Betsy wanted to make sure the contact was at 
some point, face-to-face. All teachers wanted to make sure their classroom management 
improved and, like Amy, setting expectations early and sticking with them throughout the 
year were keys in management. One of the main important goals for all participants as 
they were surviving their first year, was to try new things and new technologies that they 




and underprepared. This additional preparation and exploration would continue once year 
one was completed. 
Tools 
Technology tools used in their classes were similar across the board. The tools 
reflected the individuals’ districts’ acceptance policy. Chromebooks, laptops, and 
calculators were the top three tools applied in classrooms of the teachers. Whether or not 
the students used them at school, or checked out to use at home, three out of six 
campuses were one-to-one as shown in Table 22. Teachers were provided a personal 





Teachers Pay Teachers was the number one resource tool that teachers used in 
their classrooms; four used the free version, two used a district-issued contract. Kristi 
mentioned how her homework was completed online; however, in math, that was difficult 




showing work in math, “Students really need to work it out on paper and pencil.”  Amy, 
Kelly, and Betsy also viewed paper and pencil importance for problem completion. Amy, 
Kelly, Kristi, and Betsy were all math teachers.  
Environment 
Survival 
When discussing the environment, I composed professional, personal, home, and 
work from attributes within the teachers’ discussions and thoughts. Betsy was very 
adamant about trying to spend more time personally with her digital literacies and 
technology practices. She felt she was always researching activities for work and school, 
although not much for her personal use. Kelly did most of her research at home, like 
Betsy, and realized throughout our discussion in the interview, she was doing it for 
school and her classroom, instead of personal reasons. She did a lot of inservice hours 
learning about technology during the summer to save time in the fall and spring. The 
summer (i.e., 2018) she volunteered for an inservice training about the TI-Nspire 
Calculator. She was not using the calculator at the time, with her sixth graders; however, 
she tutored eighth grade mathematic students and wanted to understand how to use the 
device.   
Many of the teachers’ reactions involved ideas that digital literacies were not 
prominent personally, as much as they were professionally. Digital literacies deemed 
‘unfamiliar’ as they were during teacher preparation programs and before teaching their 
first year. After each individual interview, I noted they devoted a lot of time to research 
for their classrooms and instructions, applying digital literacies to their lessons and plans. 




All the members of the study used emails and technology for communicating with 
parents and scheduling parent-conferences. However, there were some issues within 
district boundaries that limited that communication. Internet Explorer presented 
limitations for Jana in her district, therefore she relied heavily on Google Chrome and 
Google Classroom for online interactions and student practices. Amy, Kelly, and Brooke 
believed they could provide more digital literacies for their students if they had their own 
carts or devices available in their classes. Only half of their students had their own 
devices at school, therefore, without the carts, online interactions and activities with 
lessons were limited. Betsy found her students’ age was also an issue. When 
downloading apps and online activities, age limitations were a factor. Teachers had to 
agree to apps the district provided as suitable products.   
Accessibility at home was an issue with many of the teachers. The students either 
did not have personal or school appointed devices at home or they did not have access to 
the internet. This posed an issue for teachers assigning homework online or digitally. 
Also, each teacher wanted to be able to enforce ‘screen-breaks.’ Since students were 
constantly on screens at school, they felt home would be the best choice of taking that 
break. Betsy also mentioned how disruptive it was at school when parents sent their 
children text messages during school hours.  
Activities 
Activities for all teachers included professional development and research. Like 
Betsy and Kelly, the other four participants found themselves doing more research for 
professional practices, than personal use. Kristi even found herself text messaging or 




Kristi’s district, which could address multiple parents at once, without portraying actual 
phone numbers.  Students were creating and utilizing their devices every day, especially 
those that were one-to-one. The teachers whose districts had iPad or Chromebook carts 
for check out, found issues with accessibility and what to do when they are damaged or 
unavailable.   
Activities in the school environment included student collaboration, using 
podcasts, discussing, and responding in their subject areas. Students were provided online 
assignments, quizzes, and notes that were available for intake. Sharing, interaction, and 
note taking were all happenings that the teachers’ students used as functional classroom 
digital literacies. Abby mentioned how her students read, studied, opened, and clicked on 
a vocabulary assignment (e.g., old and new literacies involving math). She also 
mentioned town-hall type meetings for educators on her campus to communicate needs of 
their students and classrooms. These town-hall meetings were live-streamed for those that 
could not attend.  
When teachers mentioned using personal time for social media, all of them 
mentioned how much that had lessened since they started teaching school. The typical 
Facebook ‘scroll’ or checking the ‘status’ of a post for personal reasons, were replaced 
with researching ‘Teacher Pay Teacher’ and other websites for lessons plans, 
instructional activities, and pedagogical events. They were surprised at the actual time 
spent on their personal use of technology and digital literacies, how it had been replaced 





The main goal for all the teachers was to find a balance between professional and 
personal use. They all stressed the importance of students also having a balance of how to 
‘shut down’ or ‘decompress.’ A question occurred with several teachers, should they be 
the ones to monitor ‘shut down’ or was it parents’ responsibility? Betsy mentioned being 
part of a Digital Citizenship Task Force in the district that promoted social-emotional 
learning and digital literacy. There were two conferences scheduled in the year that 
promoted professional development in these two areas. “It’s all things led by people that 
work in the district, teachers just have a passion for it,” said Betsy. She was adamant 
about creating healthy online interactions and connections of technology between school 
and home.  
One of Amy’s future goals for her students was to be able to work at their own 
pace. She felt this would be done easiest if they had iPad carts or laptop carts at their 
disposal or were a one-to-one laptop/mobile device campus. Amy, Kelly, and Kristi 
wanted to make sure to include the instructional technology person on their campus more 
in their planning and lesson applications. Both Amy and Kelly had Instructional 
Technologists (IT) who will come into their classroom on their conference and show 
them technology tools or digital literacy applications for the TEKS (i.e., Texas Essential 
Knowledge and Skills) applied in the lesson for the day/unit. 
Tools 
Within the teaching online environment, students used classroom portals, Google 
Classroom, social media, and teacher blogs for discussions and interactions. Betsy and 
Brooke were especially excited about mentioning how their districts were Twitter 




programs, (e.g., in my course). They used Twitter to promote their classroom activities, 
technologies, and students’ success. Brooke had a goal of winning the districts ‘Twitter 
Trophy’ for her campus, by Tweeting the most times in her district.  
Technology 
Survival 
Another theme involved the overarching component of technology: computers, 
iPad, calculators, Chromebooks, laptops, and iPods. All of these were either used in the 
teachers’ classrooms or mentioned by at least one of the teachers. Some survival 
techniques the teachers wanted to offer future educators was that technology was always 
changing and challenging, and to be ready to make mistakes. They mentioned the 
difficulties, issues, and restrictions within the districts where they were teaching, as well 
as how students mishandled their devices when they were one-to-one. Transitions were 
important when planning lessons, being able to transition from one technology to another, 
was just as important as planning with them. Betsy again stressed the importance of 
decompressing from technology and screens.  
For the participants who were in one-to-one districts, participants thought it might 
be best if students had carts in the classroom, which would be issued each day. However, 
those participants whose district was not one-to-one found checking out the iPad carts or 
laptop carts difficult – some didn’t work, they weren’t charged, or you had to wait on the 
carts instead of using them right away. There were opposite thoughts between colleagues 
– districts who were one-to-one, wanted carts for the classroom, not individual devices 
for their students; those that were not one-to-one districts, wanted individual devices for 




technologies as possible and keep digital literacies in their instructional ‘playlist.’ Each 
participant mentioned training within the district as either professional development or 
additional summer hours. Amy felt she was not as trained as she would like with the TI – 
Nspire calculator and wanted to add some additional trainings to learn how to use the 
calculator for educational purposes. 
Activities 
Reserving carts, including technologies in lesson plans, and planning classroom 
digital literacies all surfaced within the activities theme. Some literacies within this theme 
included: a) engaging; b) sharing; c) collaborating; d) applying; and e) responding and 
discussing, all with the available districts’ technology tools. The teachers used them for 
student testing, sending documents, and applying accommodations. Search engines were 
constantly being explored by students and teachers constructing lessons, locating 
answers, and collecting online information. Every teacher mentioned the importance of 
using search engines properly and showing students how to test their results for 
credibility. 
Goals 
One objective in common between all the teachers was for their students to be 
‘future ready.’ Teachers realized there was no way to prepare for all activities and 
technology tools for their future classrooms; however, they strove to find a balance on 
how to be ready for the future with digital literacies and technologies in their own 
classrooms. Amy suggested the way to be future ready was to set the expectations you 
want with technology and Kelly said to prepare as much as you can before school starts 




to bring in specialists to help with technology issues and assistance, whether that be the 
IT coaches, or other experts dedicated to their crafts. Training was a necessity to keep up 
with the changing technology and district requirements, in addition to engaging with 
district issued tools and apps that were free. 
Tools 
Brooke mentioned the use of old-school computer labs, iPad carts, and district-
only apps. Betsy’s largest technology tool at the district level were the iPad given to each 
student, as well as the carts, including district-wide apps, and a personal Mac Book, 
issued to all the teachers. Additionally, Brooke, Amy, and Kelly had access to iPad carts 
to reserve within their classrooms and Kristi’s students were all issued personal 
Chromebooks they checked in and out each day. Table 9.2 provides information on 
cellphone use, instruction technology coaches on campus, and digital literacy coaches, 










One key point in Amy’s interview was that she learned a lot about digital 
literacies and technology application for coursework in her teacher preparation program, 
although she did not see the two intertwined and applicable in her teaching. She handled 
the two as separate entities, not as a combination or intersection of technology and 
literacy (Heitin, 2016). The other five participants seemed to have a grasp on a small 
amount of applying digital literacies, especially using technology to receive and 
communicate information. Betsy described these literacies as sharing a YouTube video or 
gauging the validity of a website. There were struggles within the group about 
implementing digital literacies in their own classroom instruction; therefore, one would 
need to have a clearer meaning of digital literacies and the difference in applying 





Writing, responding, listening, and searching were four activities that were 
involved in the teachers’ classrooms, with instruction and communication following suit. 
Amy mentioned that her students used literacy every day in math – from instruction to 
creation, and communication to discussion. Although she was not confident in her 
answers about the abilities to incorporate digital literacies within her classroom, I did 
visualize Amy creating opportunities of digital literacy practice without her knowledge. 
Goals 
Areas for future implementation included learning about digital citizenship and 
social-emotional connections with social media. Five behaviors reflected teachers’ 
knowledge of social media – emails, social networking sites, online video/phone calls, 
online chatting/instant messaging, and using a smartphone. These goals that teachers 
wanted to implement involved students social-emotional stability being addressed. Even 
the teachers’ social media habits were few and far between, compared to that of their 
sixth, seventh, and eighth graders.  
Tools 
Motion probes and Google Classroom were the predominant tools mentioned 
under this theme of technology. Schoology was a tool that Betsy used with her students 
and parents for classroom connection and communication. I asked teachers to rate their 
online interactions within their classrooms. Table 24 provides an accurate account of the 
types of online interactions of these teachers and their students: – student presentations, 








Research Question Results 
Research Question 1 
How do my former preservice teachers apply digital literacies in their 
classrooms and teaching after their teacher preparation program? 
Table 24 represents four out of six teachers labeled instruction as their highest 
online interactions in the classroom. Amy wanted to learn all she could about the TI-
Nspire calculators that were being used in her school. She did not feel much of a 
connection of her teacher preparation program with her current teaching instruction; 
however, when she talked about how she was teaching, I could see many aspects of 
digital literacies in the forefront -  reading and evaluating student activities, and 
communicating with her students.  
Jana mentioned the largest connection of the teacher preparation program was her 
use of Canvas, which was an online learning platform that streamlines digital content and 




used D2L as their online learning platform that housed coursework and instruction. Kelly 
also applied several websites she learned in her teacher preparation program to her 
present classes. She learned about Pear Deck and Quizlet in her teacher preparation 
program and her district adopted these for their educators.  
Kristi, Brooke, and Betsy had similar applications from the teacher preparation 
program they added to their classroom as well. They recalled how great it was to learn 
about Google Docs, where you can ‘meet’ on a document without having to physically 
meet with a group. Kristi used Google Classroom and Socratic Seminar with her students, 
which she recalled learning in her teacher preparation program. Brooke and Betsy 
presented their students with opportunities for being digitally organized, which is what 
they learned in their programs. The apps for both of their districts were chosen 
specifically for the devices used on their campuses. Betsy recapped the apps used in her 
program were like the ones used in her district. She mentioned it was not reasonable to 
learn every app or tool used in teacher preparation program that districts adopted, 
especially since these teachers had a vague idea where they were going to teach their first 
year. However, learning how to apply the apps, digital literacies, and technology tools in 
the teacher preparation program made the transition to Betsy’s math classroom activities 
easier to manage. “Activities do not really change when they become digital, it’s just 
they’re slightly different; a different platform or a different device, rather than a piece of 
paper,” Betsy recollected. 
Other connections included Brooke and Jana’s excitement about their districts’ 
strong Twitter connection for showcasing their classroom activities. They remembered 




Tweet to showcase their students and classroom goings-on. They do want to use it more 
as application tool for student use in the future, rather than just for information - 
#lookatus! (i.e., Brooke’s district’s hashtag).  
Research Question 2 
How do my former preservice teachers apply digital literacies in their 
personal lives after their teacher preparation program? 
These teachers did not see specific personal applications of digital literacies in 
their individual activities at home. They felt their main involvement in their personal 
lives altered between researching and using search engines for future classroom 
instruction. The connection with digital literacies in their personal lives were exchanges 
with restaurant, movie, and shopping apps. All the participants believed they applied 
more digital literacies and use of technology in their professional lives, than their 
personal; they spoke more of working and exploring search engines for school and 
student instruction, rather than personal use. They wanted to be the best teachers they 
could be for their students and felt digital awareness of technology and social interaction 
in the classroom were keys to reach that goal. 
Research Question 3 
What intersections and disjunctures occur between how my former 
preservice teachers personally and professionally apply digital literacies? 
As indicated in the cross-case analysis, there were many intersections that 
occurred between teachers’ professional digital literacies application. To summarize, all 
teachers mentioned intersections of what they learned in their teacher preparation 




second year, applying what they learned in their first year, without undergoing first-year 
teacher anxieties. 
Disconnections (i.e., disjunctures) were those of classroom management and 
district applications and technologies. Although they were provided ample opportunities 
for actual classroom exposure, they agreed that more management techniques and 
opportunities to research districts technology applications, would be beneficial. Again, 
they were not aware of their future teaching placement, so learning everything they did in 
their teacher preparation program could not compare to what they were using and 
applying in their current district as first-year classroom teachers.  
Chapter Summary 
In Chapter XI, I compared and contrasted themes that emerged during my cross-
case analysis I conducted a thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006), using key-words-
in-context (Bernard & Ryan, 2010), and word count as coding methods of each single 
case. Following the thematic analysis, I provided a cross-case analysis of all six 
participants. They shared similar beliefs about survival in their first year as teachers, 
activities within instruction and planning, goals for the future use of digital literacies, and 
technology tools for their present and future classrooms. Lastly, I provided answers to my 
research questions, including themes emerging from the analyses. Chapter X addresses 
step 10, 11, and 12 of Leech and Onwuegbuzie’s (2010) 13-step methodological 
framework for qualitative research: Step 10: interpreting data; Step 11: legitimation of 






Corpus Analysis and Findings in Coursework 
In Chapter IX I discussed the cross-case analysis of the six participants by 
providing evidence of the themes that emerged themes from the analysis. Chapter X 
provides the readers with Steps 10-13 from Leech and Onwuegbuzie’s (2010) 13-step 
methodological framework: (a) Step 10: interpret data; (b) Step 11: legitimation of the 
data; (c) Step 12: write the qualitative research report; and (d) Step 13: revise the research 
questions (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2010). Also, in Chapter VIII, I offer findings based on 
my research questions, the framework of the study, and my literature review. Following 
the findings, I explain the threats to internal and external credibility, offer 
recommendations for the future, and discuss revisions of my research questions. In 
conclusion, I provide the summary and exploration statements of my study. 
Chapter Overview 
Researchers have suggested that teacher preparation programs need to provide 
preservice teachers opportunities to practice technology integration in activities and 
assignments throughout their preparatory coursework so that they can integrate 
technology in future classroom activities (Banister & Vannatta, 2006; Duncan-Howell, 
2012; Hughes, 2013). This means that preservice teacher training with technology should 
be more fully explored in teacher preparation programs (Anderson & Horn, 2012). 
Moreover, because technology is ever changing, and without preservice teachers’ having 
the opportunity to practice teaching with technology in their teacher preparation 




digital literacy use from any future professional digital literacies (Anderson & Horn, 
2012). 
 A further understanding and application of digital literacy standards are also 
important for teachers in today’s classrooms for adoption into their lessons and 
classrooms (Wen & Shih, 2008). Erstad (2007) described the impact of digital 
technologies as significant “transitional learning spaces’ (p. 183) for todays’ youth. 
Without this teacher preparation training, “knowing when, where, and how to use 
domain-specific knowledge and strategies for guiding students’ learning with appropriate 
ICTs” (information and communication technologies, Neiss, 2011, p. 299), teachers 
could be deficient in the knowledge of how to design, implement, and evaluate 
curriculum and instruction using ICT. Heitin (2016) defined digital literacies as an 
intersection of technology and literacy, for most of these teachers, I did not recognize that 
intersection occurring. 
Therefore, in this qualitative study, I sought to better understand personal and 
professional uptake of digital literacies practices among my former preservice teachers. I 
aimed to bridge the gap between preservice teachers’ perceptions of digital literacies in 
their personal lives and during their professional studies in a teacher preparation program. 
I tried to understand their incorporation of digital literacies in their first year as a teacher, 
as well as how they individually use digital literacies in their personal lives. It has been 
suggested that many educators today did not grow up using technology or if they did they 
were not taught with technology, therefore they do not have the skills and knowledge 





Discussion of Findings 
Step 10: Interpret Data. 
Research question 1: How do my former preservice teachers apply digital 
literacies in their classrooms and teaching after their teacher preparation program? 
The findings from my research indicated inservice teachers (i.e., my former preservice 
teachers) applied digital literacies in their classrooms in multiple ways. One of my 
participants recalled an assignment in coursework, a Google Doc assignment for 
vocabulary instruction. For example, Amy recalled the Google Literacy assignment in my 
course where they completed a vocabulary list individually, although simultaneously as 
one entity. She reconstructed this same Google document to fit her students’ lesson on 
financial literacy. Students researched, worked collaboratively, and controlled their 
working pace, all a part of this assignment. The students were searching for definitions 
for vocabulary terms in financial literacy (i.e., loan, grant, budget). Amy’s students 
researched their financial literacy term, cited definitions from their textbook, and 
provided a friendly definition, comparable to that in my coursework. The students also 
provided a visual for their vocabulary term as well. 
Jana remembered one of her teacher preparation courses introducing her to an 
online simulations resource she learned as “P.H.E.T.” The Interactive Simulations, 
PHET, a project created at the University of Colorado, Boulder, was a non-profit resource 
for educational, explorable explanations. Jana alluded to some concepts the students 
cannot actually see (i.e., the Earth rotating around the Sun); manipulating interesting 
things were more realistic through the simulations. Jana compared what she learned in the 




however, most of it she mentioned were district-type actions. Her district had a lesson 
plan website to incorporate daily lessons and the structure and inclusion of district 
happenings, could not really be ‘taught’ in the teacher preparation program. 
Jana never learned how to format in spreadsheet programs like Microsoft’s Excel, 
or word processing programs like Microsoft’s Word. She used Google Slides frequently, 
although she semi-taught herself how to use that program. Jana suggested that this might 
be old-school, but formatting was something she did daily and was struggling with it, 
recalling that she did not have a lot of training in her college years. Jana remembered a 
college class, involving only technology. She remembered the professor’s name; 
although, she indicated that the course did not seem up to date, because of ever-evolving 
technology. 
Kelly encouraged student technology engagement, as well as downtime. She 
recalled Google Classroom that some teachers used on her campus. She also said she 
attempted to use a communication tool discussed in her teacher preparation program 
called Edmodo – in order to connect teachers, students, and parents. She linked many 
digital literacies and technology tools from her teacher program, like Edmodo and 
Google Docs; however, she too said there were many different district platforms already 
in place that she had to use. Kelly reflected teacher instruction, student research, and 
student presentations as her students’ digital literacies practices, although her instruction 
was the highest application from her teacher preparation. 
Kelly mentioned online assignments and activities were something she was 
proficient in at the onset of the teacher preparation program. However, learning how to 




classroom application. Her preference would be to incorporate technology more, although 
the lack of tools in her school, hindered that. She mentioned teacher preparation 
programs with more instruction essentially applying technology could be beneficial to all 
educators. 
The American Library Association’s digital-literacy task force offered a digital 
literacy definition: digital literacy is the ability to use information and communication 
technologies to find, evaluate, create, and communicate information, requiring both 
cognitive and technical skills. In the cases of my participants, Jana, Brooke, and Betsy 
adopted strong applications of digital literacies in their classroom as the teacher, as well 
as incorporating student inclusion of digital literacies with online resources, interactions, 
and technology tools. Their use of technology platforms (i.e., hand-held devices), the 
software that ran it (i.e., district adaptions), and the interface (i.e., application that one 
sees) were addressed by these participants as preservice teachers in their teacher 
preparation programs and inservice teachers in their classrooms (Eshet-Alkali & 
Amichai-Hamburger, 2004). Jana, Brooke, and Betsy used information and 
communication technologies to create outstanding lessons where students evaluated and 
communicated information to the teacher and their peers. 
When Kelly described her activities and online interactions, she had a grasp on 
what digital literacies were, even though she described them more as using technology 
tools, or lack of them, when creating her math lessons. Her students answered quizzes 
and discussions online, which by my definition are digital literacies. Kelly described 
more desiring an iPad cart for all-time access in her classroom, then she figured she could 




her digital literacies in the classroom. She felt prepared from her teacher preparation 
program, although wished she had more classroom discipline to administer fun, engaging, 
classroom lessons with technology applications. 
The quality of technology used by the seventh and eighth grade participants and 
their teachers in Lei’s (2010) research provided a significant relationship between how 
technology was used, and student learning emerged. Although, there was not a significant 
effect on the students’ GPAs, these finding suggested that teachers should be realistic in 
technological use in the classroom, paying close attention “on the quality of technology 
use, how is it being used, what technology is used, and for what purposes” (2010, p. 468).  
Although teacher preparation programs do promote technology incorporation 
within the context of coursework, it has been posited that preservice teachers are lacking 
the skills to transition from using digital literacies and technology as a student, for 
personal, social reasons, than as a teacher for instruction and pedagogy. During Betsy’s 
interview, she alluded what Lei (2010) found in his research. She was prepared as a 
digital learner, growing up with her district using iPads. In her teacher preparation 
program, she had already transitioned from looking at technology as a learner, to type of 
“sub-educator.” She was able to organize herself digitally, writing papers and other 
assignments. Betsy found it helpful to have the background knowledge of the skills 
needed to transition from learner to teacher, in this digital age. 
Research question 2: How do my former preservice teachers apply digital 
literacies in their personal lives after their Teacher Preparation Program? 
As mentioned, Jana stated that she never learned how to format using spreadsheet 




taught herself how to use that program. She suggested that this might be old-school, but 
formatting was something she did daily and was struggling with it, recalling not a lot of 
training in her college years. She had taught herself how to use a spreadsheet for 
budgeting and classroom lists, however, she felt that these were personal and professional 
activities.  
Kelly reiterated the need to prepare her students to use Google Chrome and how 
to find credible information (Google, Bing, etc.), perceiving that it was important for her 
students when they go to high school and college. “It is all about technology, they are not 
going to survive if they don’t know how to work it.” She felt this way about her personal 
applications with technology. She ordered plane tickets and searched online for concert 
tickets all the time. She knew there could be some connection with that personally for her 
students as well.  
Coursework in my class helped Kristi familiarize herself with technology. She 
recalled the Google Doc activity, when students worked asynchronously creating literacy 
definitions and visuals of the vocabulary covered throughout the semester.  She added 
what a life saver that was, recalling how much time it saved her in college, being able to 
work as a group without physically having to meet. She used the same tool, Google Docs, 
in her personal life as well, when planning parties, gatherings, or group activities when 
she could not meet with her friends. 
Betsy speculated she had a stronger hold and understanding with professional 
digital literacies, rather than her personal practices. Research-based answers drove her 
teaching, not her personal life. Betsy proclaimed deciding where to eat or go to the 




classes. She referred to being ‘old-school’ again, regarding her personal life, “and I love 
paper.” Betsy liked to read actual books, not online; she said reading online gave her 
headaches. However, despite this, she said that she wanted to spend more time personally 
with her digital literacies and technology practices, because she felt she was always 
researching activities for work and school, although not much for her personal use. 
Research question 3: What intersections and disjunctures occur between how 
my former preservice teachers personally and professionally apply digital literacies? 
My participants constantly researched for their classes and student interaction 
while they were at school (i.e., professionally) and at home (i.e., personally). Sixth 
graders in Jana’s advisory class used the Canvas learning management system for 
homework. Different grade levels at her school used different means of homework; 
seventh grade students completed homework online, while sixth grade students still 
turned in homework on paper. Since many sixth graders did not have personal, hand-
held devices at school, Jana mentioned that paper and pencil were as efficient. By 
seventh and eighth grade, most of the students had a personal device at school, thus, 
online homework for ‘turn-it-in’ worked. (www.TurnItIn.com is an American internet-
based plagiarism detection service). 
Kelly mentioned she used social media as a personal practice to wind down when 
she got home, although admitted she tried to pull back some and disengage 
technologically. She scrolled through Facebook and when researching at home, if pop-
ups occurred, she used Google to look it up. Kelly researched things for her classroom on 
Teachers Pay Teachers (https://www.teacherspayteachers.com/) for math activities, 




what new behavior management trick was working in other teachers’ classrooms and 
searched social media sites (i.e., Instagram) to establish what classroom activities are 
working for others, that might work for her students. “Research is constant for me; I 
cannot turn it off!” She was adamant about not being able to stop planning for her 
classes, even looking at it personally, it turned into professional research. 
At one point during a student assessment in Kelly’s class, ten iPads crashed. Kelly 
felt lucky to have resources and technology support at her school, since she did not feel 
she had the means to repair devices. She reiterated several times about how lucky she felt 
with her district’s support of technology and providing support staff (i.e., TIS) to assist 
their needs. Her ideas of digital literacies themselves, was an understanding, applying, 
and responding with the tools; while she recognized that the iPads were not always in the 
students’ possession, she ‘made the best’ of the tools she had (i.e., clickers), all the while 
using digital literacies practices. 
Google Classroom was where Kristi’s students turned in everything and where all 
district information was stored - lesson plans, homeroom information, PowerPoints from 
the counselors, and AVID (Advanced Via Individual Determination) activities. This was 
like her online platform in the teacher preparation program; however, she did not recall 
PowerPoints shared by all of her professors. “That would have been an easy way for me 
to study and prepare, if all teachers provided their copy of PowerPoints,” Kristi 
mentioned. She rephrased that statement, mentioning if notes were that easy to get, she 
might not have studied as hard, which she said was probably true of her own students. 
A disjuncture she recalled was classroom management preparedness. Kristi did 




program, and she struggled in this area. Although I knew it was built into all the courses, 
I could see how a separate, classroom management course for middle school grades could 
be very beneficial to preservice teachers.9 Betsy also mentioned a disconnect in her lack 
of knowledge of digital paperwork. Adding digital paperwork instruction to teacher 
preparation programs, would benefit everyone, especially when they are graduating and 
trying to find a job. She mentioned districts wanted contracts signed digitally through 
email. 
Erstad (2008) challenged the simplistic understanding of digital literacies to move 
beyond the skill of technology, moving towards digital literacies as a “set of 
competencies” (p. 198). Digital literacies under the umbrella of Lankshear and Knobel 
(2008) described launching certain tasks, demonstrations, and performances of skills in a 
digital environment as being digitally literate. Agility, confidence, and creativity added to 
this definition, supplements these digital literacies and how students are being digitally 
literate (Robertson & Lange, 2017). 
In the case of Amy, Kelly, and Kristi, applications of digital literacies in their 
classrooms were present; however, not as powerful as the other participants. All three of 
these participants were creative and performed tasks in a digital environment. For 
example, Amy was unclear exactly how to define digital literacies, therefore did not 
make any connections that she was using them. However, when describing her activities 
with the Google Doc financial literacy lesson and how the students were responding, 
creating, and visualizing, I knew she just needed a better definition than the one offered 
 
9 Another thought on future coursework and classes for the upcoming years in the teacher preparation 
program (i.e., Managing Middle Level Students and Their Intersection of Technology and Literacy (Heitin, 




in her teacher preparation program, which I will apply in my future coursework. Her 
perceptions alluded to digital literacies, although they were not clearly developed as 
digital literacy practices. Kelly and Kristi both provided evidence of engaging math 
lessons with Quizziz, Kahoots, and Peardeck. Kelly had iPad carts that students used to 
answer questions in these digital environments and Kristi’s students all had 
Chromebooks. 
Discussion of Findings and the Review of Literature 
There is an increasing body of research investigating preservice teacher programs 
and their introducing digital literacies within coursework, to provide them ways to 
enhance their future lessons for their future students. Marsh (2006) studied the use of 
popular culture in a preservice teacher course to enhance and motivate readers’ text 
reading for in-school literacy practices. The findings to an approach to literacy and 
technology in Jacobs’ (2006) study indicated a shift in looking at the specifics of 
technology, to how the activities in using technology are culturally meaningful.  
There is limited research from scholars studying preservice teachers as first or 
second year inservice teachers on what and how their teacher preparation program 
prepared them to teach with technology. Also, after interviewing my former preservice 
teachers (i.e., now inservice teachers), we had many discussions about technology tools 
and how limited access can preclude the best laid plans due to the lack of technology, if 
iPads or Chromebooks were not available. “If we think in terms of the practice of textual 
consumption, production, and distribution, then we are not limited in our tool use and can 
move toward a meaningful integration of technology into instruction” (Jacobs, 2006, p. 




integrating technological practices and adaptions into instruction, regardless of the 
technology tool available. The findings of this study will be discussed in the content of 
the literature review in the following sections.  
Barriers: School districts. The findings of this study indicated that barriers the 
participants discovered from their teacher preparation program, moving into their 
classroom included lack of digital devices per student or lack of training for teachers to 
use the available devices. Kelly and Brooke had online quizzes and discussion boards 
ready for students for specific class times; however, these students did not have personal 
iPads or iPad carts in their classrooms, therefore the lessons had to be transferred to paper 
and pencil. Kelly’s district relied heavily on data and assessment. Without having that 
quick assessment collection in an online manner, it was not as quick a turnaround for 
Kelly to provide her students’ assessment data.  
Also, my participants who had students with digital devices at their fingertips, 
posited a lack of concern about how the students treated their devices, which led to 
maintenance problems. Kristi’s school provided every student with a Chromebook. They 
would check the Chromebooks out at the beginning of each day and return them before 
going home. This check-out process itself was a distraction for students and teachers, 
especially if students ‘left’ their device in previous classes. She also mentioned the 
disregard and disconnect students had for these Chromebooks. They had no 
accountability factor in the moment, during that day, and would often throw their 
backpack on the ground or accidentally break the keyboards. There was a damage or loss 




reiterated a Chromebook cart might be more suitable for each teacher, in their own 
classroom, so students would not have access to the devices all day at school.  
Teachers in Larson’s (2012) study were not prepared to teach with devices or 
given any instruction on how to use the device with literacy instruction in their teacher 
trainings. These first-year teachers were enrolled in a methods course that used e-books 
as a driving tool of learning. As these teachers were not trained and had no knowledge of 
how to use the devices, it hindered meeting the technological needs of their students in 
contemporary elementary and secondary classrooms (Larson, 2012; Swan & Hofer, 
2011). Teachers in my study felt prepared to use technology devices in their classrooms; 
however, the time restraint on being able to practice with the tools and apply them to 
their lessons, demonstrated an issue across the board. 
Digital literacies: Definition and application in the classroom. The 
participants’ views of digital literacies were that they learned a lot about digital literacies 
and technology application for coursework, although they did not see the two intertwined 
and applicable in their teaching. Rosaen and Terpstra (2012) projected a study to expand 
ideas of literacy and knowledge of incorporations of new literacy, including digital 
literacies and pedagogies into their teaching and learning. Their study revealed preservice 
teachers’ lack of fully applying technology and digital literacies into their planning. 
Writing, responding, listening, and searching were four clear digital literacies that were 
involved in my former preservice teachers’ classrooms, with instruction and 
communication following suit. The teachers discussed how they applied literacy every 
day in math, science, and English – from instruction to creation, and communication to 




conversations about preservice teachers and inservice teachers’ own pedagogical 
encounters for preparing authentic learning outcomes involving digital literacy practices 
(Rosaen & Terpstra, 2012). 
Brooke’s district adopted Google Classroom and was transitioning to Canvas the 
following year. In both online platforms, students discussed a prompt she created, and 
responded to a classmate about their posts. All student work was turned in in Google 
Classroom, especially if it was digital, which was easier for her teaching style. 
Unfortunately, Brooke did not realize the convenience of adapting lessons online until a 
few months into her first year, although she did it at the time of the interview. A clearer 
description of online platform practice and application is needed for first year teachers, 
once they learn their districts online platform portals. 
Teacher perceptions: Are they prepared? The participants reported their 
teacher preparation programs provided multiple opportunities working with technology 
and digital practices, although five out of six teachers could not define digital literacies as 
something they learned in their programs. Higher education teacher preparation programs 
should offer preservice teachers early exposure to a real-world classroom experience and 
a foundation of knowledge about pedagogy and subject matter (Feuer, Floden, 
Chudowsky, & Ahn, 2013), including things such as social media use. Social media was 
helpful in increasing the effectiveness of a university’s communication to their 
community Joosten, Pasquini, & Harness, 2013). Joosten et al. (2013) surveyed 
administrators, faculty, teachers, students, and staff in a university setting regarding 
social media utilization. This study provided evidence that social media was the greatest 




in areas of student services and support, business services and operations, and instruction 
and research and this is an important implication in thinking through how to teach 
preservice teachers to effective use social media in their own communicative practices.  
Teachers in my study also deemed social media communication as a better 
communicative platform. Face-to-face communication platforms for Betsy’s school 
included PTO (Parent Teacher Organization) and Tiger Climate (pseudonym). She 
described Tiger Climate as parent-led meetings involving community building activities 
with parents and learners, relating back to what learners were creating in school. 
Committees meetings and data meetings were also face-to-face. Betsy’s team met 
regularly with the assistant principal and counselors, discussing weekly data testing 
scores and learner concerns. While both were face-to-face, they were also videoed and 
distributed on a district website for parents and teachers who could not attend.  Online 
communication platforms for four teachers in this study included Remind 101, emails, 
Canvas, and Schoology. District websites, TEAM parent portals, text/cell phone calls 
also provide necessary communication between teachers, learners, and parents. 
Connections: Teacher, personal versus professional. The lines between 
personal and professional connections of digital literacies and technology applications 
were incomplete when teachers discussed their practices. Kristi mentioned her personal 
use had slowed down since she has started teaching school. Burnett (2011) and Cetin et 
al., (2012) posited digital literacy practices should be experienced across different areas 
of preservice teachers’ and inservice teachers’ lives, both personally and professionally, 
to make the most of new technology pedagogies of investigation and development. 




components will help higher education teachers adjust their curriculum to meet the needs 
of preservice teachers’ digital connection with their students in contemporary K-12 
classrooms (Burnett, 2011; Cetin et al., 2012). Researchers provided studies that 
demonstrated the importance of preservice teachers’ self-efficacy of computers and 
preparation to use these and other digital literacy practices in their personal and 
professional lives (Jacobs, 2006; Joosten et al., 2013, Kim & King, 2011; Lewis & Fabos, 
2005; and Marsh, 2006).  
Once Brooke was employed in her district, she had to adapt to their technologies 
and digital literacy methods. Brooke was not using Google Drive or Pear Deck at the time 
of the interviews. In other words, she was adjusting to her first teaching semester (i.e., 
lesson plans, students, meetings) and learning the districts’ technology practices at the 
same time. She felt if she studied these programs or applications in teacher preparation 
program and with personal connections, there would be more time for her to incorporate 
them within her professional setting – the classroom.  
 Bell, Maeng, and Binns (2013) studied a preservice teacher program that helped 
preservice teachers effectively integrate technology into their instruction. The 
participants’ alluded that these were lessons where technology was modeled with 
instructional approaches, collaborating with peers, and feedback on their teaching. 
Brooke would have liked to have experienced teaching with more resources and 
modeling of different outlets that were available in the teacher preparation program, 
although she believed to be well-prepared for teaching overall. Future research on 




ways preservice teachers can be prepared for reform-based instruction with integration of 
technology (Bell et al., 2013). 
Brooke and Jana had a district/school Twitter account to promote classroom 
happenings and activities. However, Brooke’s first choice would be to get on Twitter or 
Facebook for personal reasons versus professional. She did not remember a connection of 
Twitter, personal and professional, while in coursework or now in present time. Jana and 
Brooke said they did online shop and research for personal use; however, they stated 
when they were engaged online, it seemed to be mostly for school, creating engaging 
lessons and activities for their students. Brooke contrasted her personal and professional 
digital literacies as separate entities. She corrected herself stating how those do compare 
to each other, that her personal interactions with digital literacies are connected 
professionally. She berated herself for wanting to use social media on a more personal 
level, although she liked how the school displayed their classroom activities and goings 
on with Twitter. The main goal for all the teachers in this study was to find a balance 
between professional and personal use, between work and home applications of digital 
literacies and technology practices. 
Perceived benefits: Technology shutdown. The teachers recognized the need for 
a technology break, shutdown, or disconnect intended for their students and their own 
lives. The teachers stressed the importance of students having a balance of how to ‘shut 
down’ or ‘decompress.’ They questioned if they should be the ones to teach how to take a 
break or that the parents should take on that responsibility. Brooke determined to use as 
much writing in her class activities as possible, to decompress from technology. The 




with quizzes, although were digital. Betsy also stressed the importance of decompressing 
from technology and screens. She was adamant about creating healthy online interactions 
and connections of technology between school and home.  
Participants in Miller’s (2012) study used mobile tablets to enhance their teaching 
and learning in the teaching areas of music, communication studies, English, and physical 
education. The focus was on preservice teachers’ perceptions of the learning experience 
rather than the faculty use and incorporation of technology in the classroom. The research 
inferred the preservice teachers expressed a clear acceptance of the iPad as learning tools 
and the perceptions of their own learning experiences as overall positive (Miller, 2012). 
Although, participants also had negative comments about digital literacy integration and 
lack of classroom focus in leu of technology. Future studies would be to include how to 
keep the tablets from being a distraction, what to do if they did not work properly, and 
how to keep focused when using technology (Miller, 2012). 
One objective in common between all the teachers was to be future ready. They 
realized there was no way to prepare for all activities and technology tools for their future 
classrooms; however, they found a balance on how to be ready for the future with digital 
literacies and technologies in the classroom, as well as time to be away from technology. 
The main suggestion was to be to set expectations you want with technology and prepare 
as much as you can before school starts (i.e., summer, spring break, holidays). The 
participants were adamant about bringing specialists in to help with technology issues 
and assistance, if they are available. Training was a necessity to keep up with the 
changing technology and district requirements, in addition to engaging with district 




Step 11: Legitimation of Data 
Threats to internal credibility. Onwuegbuzie and Leech (2007) define internal 
credibility as “the truth value, applicability, consistency, neutrality, dependability, and/or 
credibility of interpretations and conclusions within the underlying setting or group” (p. 
234). Strategies such as (a) research, conformation, and observational bias; (b) 
descriptive validity; and (c) paralogical and voluptuous legitimation were used to 
evaluate and to increase internal credibility. As stated previously in the research 
participation section, there was a personal relationship developed prior to the interview. 
To maximize credibility, check accuracy, and check representativeness of this qualitative 
study, I used multiple strategies for triangulation: (a) debriefing, (b) member checking, 
and (d) reflexivity. I used three data analyses (i.e., keywords in context, word count, and 
thematic analysis) to find corroborating information.  
Verification. After I transcribed the interview, I provided teachers with time for 
member checking, described by Manning (1997) as an active process of determining 
whether the interview transcriptions were true and accurate. The interviews were sent to 
the participants through US mail one week later with the directive to reply within a 
specific time frame; no response would be indicative of no changes needed.  During the 
interview process, data collection, and data analysis, a rapport continued to develop, and I 
obtained an accurate and adequate description of my former preservice teachers’ 
perspectives of their digital literacies. At no time were the participants’ identities at risk 
or any risk of harm or deception brought upon them. I maintained confidentiality 
throughout the interviews and member checking process by using a pseudonym for their 




There was a professional relationship (i.e., teacher-student) developed prior to the 
interviews. To maximize credibility, check accuracy and check representativeness of this 
qualitative study, I used a triangulation of data: (a) member-checking, (b) debriefing, and 
(c) reflexivity. I applied several data analyses (i.e., word count, keywords in context, and 
thematic analysis) to find corroborating information. Reflexivity, as defined by Johnson 
and Christensen (2014), is the self-reflection of the researcher’s personal bias and 
predispositions. Reflexivity was a key strategy that I used to confirm control of 
predispositions of bias. True trustworthiness cannot be assessed during the qualitative 
level of research (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007b). Therefore, these measures were vital 
for ruling in favor of my interpretations of everyone’s data. Table 25 provides application 
of internal and external credibility of the teachers. 
Table 25 






Face validity. The threat of face validity may be regarded as a failure to enlist 
enough participants, a failure to conduct too few interviews, or a failure to spend 
sufficient time observing participants (Lather, 1986). I secured six participants, which 
provided enough data for one interview discussing how their teacher training program 
provided instruction in transferring digital literacies into their classrooms as first year 
teachers. Additionally, I employed member checking. That is, I requested that the 
participants review their interview transcripts and inferred themes, and to respond with 
corrections and feedback. Further, I constructed analytic memos during my data 
collection, data analysis, and data interpretation stages. I re-read these reflexive memos 




interview, there was a possible chance of loss of confidentiality. Therefore, each 
participant reviewed her own interview transcript. 
Descriptive validity. Adequacy of teachers’ accounts of digital literacies and how 
they viewed their practices after a teacher preparation program were factual and precise. 
They called to mind multiple activities and lessons including digital literacies and 
technologies regarding their online resources and students’ online interactions in their 
classes. Their stores and responses were clear and accurately transcribed. Thus, there was 
little cause for me to question descriptive validity (Maxwell, 1992) of the transcribed 
interviews. 
Observational bias. Benge et al., (2012) revealed how having inadequate amounts 
of data collected, stemming from inconsistent observation or prolonged engagement, 
could cause untrustworthy findings.  There were ample amounts of data collected and the 
questions were open-ended and nonthreatening, to ensure that analyses were complete 
and in depth. The questions were asked in an order to confirm (a) were they saw digital 
literacies practices in their coursework, (b) how could teachers increase their digital 
literacies and technology applications, and (c) what transfers or disjunctures do teachers 
perceive from their teacher preparation programs to their classroom applications. 
Research bias. Knowing the teachers, there was personal information exchanged 
prior to each interview. I made sure not to convey previous conceptions of what I knew 
about the teacher’s life experiences or to ask any leading questions in the interviewing 
process. I was continuously aware of my own thoughts of being a professor of record, 
with reflexivity and self-reflection, I made sure my perceptions and opinions did not the 




Onwuegbuzie, and Robbins (2012) outline specific methods of increasing credibility such 
as engaging in debriefing interviews and self-reflection to construct a credible 
interpretation. I incorporated several debriefing interviews with my dissertation chair, to 
uncover any of my biases before, during, and after the study (Onwuegbuzie et al., 2008). 
Several questions were asked in the debriefing interview. These questions 
revolved around a conversation about the interview process, the actual interviews, and the 
outcomes of the participants and their comments of digital literacies.  These questions 
verified that the probing and follow-up questions did not draw from any previous 
knowledge that my dissertation chair had of the teachers and digital literacies and 
technologies in their professional settings.  
I continued to check for bias at the data interpretation phase, eliminating active 
sources (i.e., researcher’s preferences) that would influence my behaviors (Onwuegbuzie 
& Leech, 2007). To ensure even more security of the teachers’ knowledge, I offered them 
a chance to examine the transcription before the member checking process and before 
analyzing the data in the data collection section. Teachers did not send back a 
transcription change or alteration for any interview. 
Confirmation bias. Greenwald, Pratkanis, Leippe, and Baumgardner (1986) 
defined confirmation bias as a threat during the data interpretation stage by way of the 
researchers’ preconceptions of the topic. This threat occurs when interpretations and 
conclusions based on new data are made at the interpretation stage. Themes regarding 





Paralogical legitimation. Onwuegbuzie and Leech (2007) discussed paralogical 
legitimation as when participants use paradoxes (i.e., contradictions to their responses in 
research. Teachers’ responses did not contradict each other, they actually built off of the 
coursework I remembered in their teacher preparation program. Also, if any confusion 
arose regarding teachers’ responses, follow-up and probing questions were used for 
clarification.  
Voluptuous legitimation. According to Onwuegbuzie and Leech (2007), 
voluptuous legitimation “represents the extent to which the researcher’s level of 
interpretations exceeds her/his knowledge base stemming from the data” (p. 235). These 
threats were narrowed because I had knowledge and training in (a) qualitative research 
practices, (b) interviewing skills, and (c) debriefing procedures in my doctoral studies. 
Also, with feedback and instruction from previous works, I have adapted my analysis to 
fit the criteria of an authentic study (Guba & Lincoln, 1989). The scribe transcription 
software, Transcribing by Wreally, assisted me in transcribing the data from the 
interviews and member checking.  
Threats to external validity. External validity was relevant to the confirmability 
and transferability of findings and conclusions of findings across different populations 
(Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007). According to Creswell (2003), external validity consists 
of truthfully and thoroughly specifying the detailed mechanisms in which the results were 
generated, so that future researchers can judge to what extent they can use the 
mechanisms in a different setting. Threats to the external credibility of these findings 
were not pertinent. That is, all data and findings were applicable only to me and were not 




Action Validity. According to Onwuegbuzie and Leech (2007), when a research  
study is used by other researchers to support or replicate further studies; action validity is 
employed. That is, if my qualitative study is read or replicated by future researchers,  
action validity may be established. In fact, if the study is read by practitioners, those  
practitioners may revise their practices regarding digital literacies and technology 
applications and in this way, the threat of action validity may be minimized. Action 
research approach to research is engaging with practitioners to solve one of their 
problems. McKay and Marshall (2001) provide us direction on how to integrate the 
demands of research with the demands of practicality. To this end, I employed 
triangulation of methodology: a) member checking, b) debriefing, and c) reflexivity. 
Also, I applied triangulation of data: a) thematic analysis, b) keywords-in-context, and c) 
thematic analysis to increase the chance that future researchers and practitioners may 
desire to research my topic more fully.  
Step 12: Writing the Research Report 
Writing the research report is step 12 of Leech and Onwuegbuzie’s (2010) 13-step 
methodological framework for qualitative research. Composing the final report included 
pondering the significance of the study, investigating the literature, considering the 
methodologies needed for the study, and the collection, analysis, interpretation and 
findings of the data corpus. Based on the study, the following implications are offered:  
Implications: Defining digital literacies. 
Articles that I’ve read since the beginning of this research study, suggest that 
digital literacy was too broad a term, and experts are preferring to apply “intersections of 




having three tiers: (a) finding and consuming; (b) creating digital content; and (c) 
communicating or sharing it (Spires, Lee, Turner, & Johnson, 2008). Finding and 
consuming is reading print, either off or online. Students reading print involves flipping 
through pages, searching through stacks of books, and going to the library. Online 
reading involves using a search engine, navigating, results, and assessing the readability 
of authors. Creating digital content offers students writing in digital formats – email, 
blogs, Tweets. The final tier, communicating and sharing, was defined as being “social, 
participatory, and collaborative in online communities” (Spires & Bartlett, 2012, p. 11). 
Other areas for defining and discovering digital literacies from the teachers in this 
study included learning about digital citizenship and social-emotional connections of 
social media. Five behaviors seemed to reflect teachers’ students’ knowledge of 
communication – emails, social networking sites, online video/phone calls, online 
chatting/instant messaging, and using a smartphone. These teachers wanted to implement 
students’ social-emotional stability addressed in their personal and school lives. Even 
teachers’ social media habits were few and far between, since beginning their first year as 
a teacher, compared to that of their sixth, seventh, and eighth grade students. As the 
advancement of technology increases, the development of digital citizenship and social-
emotional connections for instructional purposes in teacher preparation coursework can 
be geared for inservice teachers entering their first year as teachers. 
Implications: Coursework changes. 
After conducting the interviews of six of my former preservice teachers, I found 
some alternatives to my pedagogy and instruction in my own coursework in a teacher 




lessons. Participants’ suggested providing small changes and options with technology, 
instead of presenting technology apps and tools all at once, in one segment. Reminders 
that technology changes very quickly, was important to these teachers, so their lessons 
can be adapted no matter what technology was available. If there is an opportunity to 
learn where these preservice teachers might be teaching (i.e., district, school, etc.), I 
could research their districts’ technology applications and tools for their future. This 
would provide them time to look up their districts’ technology and use, regarding lesson 
planning, adopted apps, and device initiatives. 
Expectations needed to be established early, and very clear expectations of the 
days’ activities, weeks’ assignments, and overall lesson plans must be provided. I plan to 
continue to use daily agendas for face-to-face classes and up-to-date calendars for online 
students. These expectations are identified at the beginning of each of my courses (i.e., 
face-to-face and online); however, my technology expectations need to be introduced and 
modeled in sections and provide strong instructions of what the technology is and how 
the preservice students will apply it to their assignments. I provide multiple areas of 
digital literacies and technology applications in my coursework, however I did not break 
them down. I will alter these lessons, so they have time to do research and decide which 
tool is best for their lessons.  
I have introduced a new assignment my course work for preservice teachers to 
research their ‘future’ district, as a result from this study. Although preservice teachers 
might not know exactly what district they want to teach in, they might have an idea about 
the area they want to live. The ‘District App Assignment’ required them to research 




communication platforms, where they could be potentially housed as first year teachers. 
Once they do their research, the assignment continues for preservice teachers to view a 
lesson plan already created, labeling anytime they see digital literacies (i.e., intersection 
of technology and literacy; Heitin, 2013) with the strategies and activities already in 
place. If they are not present in the lesson plan as is, they are to add 3-5 areas where they 
could place those intersections of technology and literacy. 
Lastly, providing preservice and inservice teachers ways to consider options 
excluding technology, will be important in my future coursework and following this 
study. Some teachers felt “bogged” down in their teacher preparation coursework, trying 
to match right digital resource to their lesson plans. Preservice and inservice teachers 
need to create a structure for their lessons, starting with organization and delivery, then 
figure out what technology and digital literacies would be best to apply. My participant 
Betsy used an example of making at 30-second video on math integers and concepts. She 
already knew she was going to introduce integers and math concepts (i.e., organization 
and delivery), she added a 30-second video on IPads involving math integers and 
concepts (i.e., digital literacy and technology application) for students to view upon entry 
into her classroom. 
Implications: Connections and Communications. 
Positive interactions between students, teachers, and parents can be difficult for 
first year teachers. Teachers in my study want to continue to make connections to parents 
through phone calls, face-to-face interactions, and online resources. All the participants 
want to make sure their classroom management gets stronger; they discussed setting 




management can be completed with continuous communication with parents, according 
to these participants. One of the main goals for all of the teachers was just to survive their 
first year; they wanted to try new things and new technologies that they knew would fit 
their students’ needs, although now it was about “treading water, not fully swimming.” 
As first year teachers, they felt overwhelmed and underprepared; however, they also felt 
they could do more preparation and exploration once year one was complete. 
Another aspect of teacher support would be an online communication platform 
where these teachers, who completed their programs, together with their professors of the 
program, to have a one-five-year exchange of conversations. These conversations could 
be regarding lesson planning, classroom management, check-ins; anything that would be 
beneficial, not only to the teachers, but the professors who could then improve their own 
programs. I do something similar with Facebook messenger, although it doesn’t go 
beyond student teaching. My preservice teachers create a Facebook Messenger Group 
where they talk, ask questions, and ‘vent’ when needed. I chime in when I can, although I 
always send out Monday Messages, for encouragement, a task to complete that week 
(i.e., introduce yourself to one student you do not know), or an all-around “you can do 
it!” message. I believe when I create one each semester, I can attempt to continue those 
messages, however in one large forum, of all former preservice teachers. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
Future researchers undertaking a study on preservice teachers’ and inservice 
teachers’ perceptions of digital literacies in their coursework and classrooms might 
consider the inclusion of a survey for students to answer. Questions derived from Spires, 




school, technologies, and academic engagement, can be included in this survey for 
students in middle level grades. Teaching in a teacher education program, middle level 
and secondary level field placement sections, provides access to multiple grades, sixth – 
twelfth. The questions can include students’ entertainment with video games, listening to 
music, as well as communication with emails, chat rooms, IM (instant messaging), and 
cell phones. Other questions could include students’ different activities in school: 
research on the Internet, using computers for projects, listening to teachers, or using 
worksheets. Educators in K-12 classes can also survey their students about perspectives 
of computers, technology, and academic engagement in their own classrooms. 
In this study, analysis was applied to my coursework in a teacher preparation 
program. In a future study, I would strengthen the methodology of thematic analysis by 
incorporating my participants’ (i.e., teachers’) coursework and/or lessons they created for 
their classrooms as first year teachers, not just as preservice teachers in their teacher 
programs. By using their created lessons, I can compare digital literacies, technology 
applications, and communications within their environment to that of my own teacher 
preparation program coursework. Comparing and contrasting could provide additional 
understanding of my own definition and practices of digital literacies’ emerging themes. 
Step 13: Reforming Research Questions 
As I engaged in analyzing data with various methods of key-words-in-context, 
word count, and thematic analysis, themes emerged that were not linked to the research 
questions I provided for this study. Also, implications from the study brought about 




(a) How do my former preservice teachers apply digital literacies in their 
classrooms after their teacher preparation program? 
(b)  How do my former preservice teachers apply digital literacies in their 
personal lives after their teacher preparation program? 
(c) What intersections and disjunctures occur between how my former 
preservice teachers personally and professionally apply digital 
literacies? 
When conducting reflection and reflexivity of the questions, different questions for a 
future study might be revised to include question one, although revising question two and 
three.  
(a) How do my former preservice teachers apply digital literacies in their 
classrooms after their teacher preparation programs? 
(b)  How do my former preservice teachers define digital literacies (i.e., 
intersection of technology and literacy) in their classrooms, after their 
teacher preparation programs? 
(c)  How do my former preservice teachers apply technology applications 
to their created lessons in their classrooms, after their teacher 
preparation programs?  
It is possible that adding a survey to the coursework analysis and interviews, 
could strengthen future research. Collecting qualitative data (i.e., interviews) and 
quantitative data (i.e., survey or questionnaires of digital literacies and technologies of 
students’ interests) would paint a clearer picture in actual digital literacies and technology 




would present a better understanding of teachers’ digital literacies (i.e., intersections of 
technology and literacy) and how they apply them to their already created lesson plans. 
Conclusion 
This collective case study was organized case by case, with sections combining 
all the cases for cross-case analysis (Johnson & Christensen, 2014). I reconstructed the 
teachers’ portrayal of digital literacies within their teacher preparation programs and their 
classrooms in a Title One school. My study followed Leech and Onwuegbuzie’s (2010) 
13-step methodological framework for qualitative research. 
Many factors play into teachers’ lessons and activities for their classrooms.  Being 
able to survive because of support groups, sharing with fellow teachers, and lessening 
distractions of technology in and out of the classroom, were some of these factors. State 
and district rules limit teacher’s technology applications and requirements in the K-12 
schools. Many participants felt overwhelmed at the district rules and responsibilities, 
excluding technology, therefore relied on veteran teachers for learning about technology 
ins-and-outs for the classroom. Accessibility, convenience, and connections are a part of 
the survival techniques regarding digital literacies and technology that preservice and 
inservice teachers should be applying in their classrooms. 
Summary  
In Chapter X, I provided discussions, and implications of future research derived 
from the data in this study. This last chapter also addressed step 10 - 12 of Leech and 
Onwuegbuzie’s (2010) 13-step methodological framework for qualitative research: Step 
10: Interpreting Data; Step 11: Legitimation of Data; and Step 12: Writing the Research 




finishing this study, I decided that different research questions could make this study 
stronger, so I altered the research questions two and three to strengthen future studies of 
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1. How did the teacher preparation program prepare you for using digital literacies in 
coursework during your college years and future classroom – assignments, activities, 
lesson plans, etc.?  
 
2. Now that you have taught 1-2 years, what could have been provided in your teacher 
preparation program to prepare you more for teaching with digital literacies? 
 
3. Thinking about digital literacies, what would you include as your top classroom 
interactions with these four categories: online resources, online interactions, old/new 









    
 
 
   
 
 
   
 
4. What type of online resources do you use to prepare for instruction? What do your 
students use in their coursework?  
 
5. How much time do your students spend on using digital literacies? In school vs. 
homework? 
 
6. Where do you see the most integration of students’ uses of digital literacies – instruction, 





7. How do you compare/contrast your personal digital literacies to the ones you use for 
professional application in the classroom? 
 
8. What type of online or face-to-face classroom (blended) community platforms do you 
participate in- emails, parent connections, faculty messages, etc.? 
 
9. Are there any restrictions for digital literacies or technology practices in your district? 
How do you work with those restrictions? 
 
10. If you were addressing future teachers, preservice candidates in a teacher preparation 
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Interview Consent Form 
 
_____________________ (Interviewer) has permission to interview me, 
________________________, (interviewee) in a specified location at the inservice teachers’ 
Title One school. As an interviewee, I will answer the questions to the best of my ability. I know 
my interview will be recorded for purposes of fact and member checking. If at any time I feel 
uncomfortable or unable to answer, I will decline and ask for another question. 
_________________________________________________________________________ 
Interviewee                                                                                                    Date 
 
 
As an interviewer, I __________________________, (Elizabeth Gound) will do my best to ask 
questions regarding our topic “What are the perceptions of select students regarding their 
academic readiness in a literacy doctoral program?” The interview topics are listed below for 
quick review.  
1. How would you define digital literacies? Or digital literacy practices? 
2. How would you describe your personal digital literacies? 
3. How are the personal practices different than your instructional or professional digital 
literacies? 
4. What type of digital literacies were taught in your TPP coursework? 
5. How did your TPP prepare you for using digital literacies for personal or professional 
gain? 
6. What other digital literacies should be included in the TPP to prepare you for your 
future classroom? 




8. What digital literacies are your students using outside of school? 
9. What digital literacies are your students applying to their classroom learning, on their 
own? 
10. What other digital literacies are you observing from other teachers or educators that 
they are applying to their classroom instruction? 
 
If at any time the interviewee becomes uncomfortable or unable to finish the interview, I will 
stop and conclude the questions after a quick break or at another time. 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 













The interviewer has permission to debrief me, ___________________(Interviewee) in a 
specified location. The purpose of debriefing is to obtain and use reflexive data; to help 
interpretive researchers identify and reflect any degree of their biases so there will be minimum 
influence of the research study.  
_______________________________________________________________________ 
Interviewee                                                                                                    Date 
 
If at any time the interviewee becomes uncomfortable or unable to finish the interview, I will 
stop and conclude the questions after a quick break or at another time. 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
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